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Attachcd aré the commcnts of the Grcater Yellowsione Coal]tlon on t]]c draft Env1r0nmcmal
Impact Statement for Winter Use i Yeliowstone and Grand Telon National Parks and the .

Rockefeller Perkway. ‘Ourproposal, The Citizeris ' Solution for Winter Access to Yellowsione,is .~

supported-by fourteen groups representing over 2.5 million Americans. These comments are
supported by the Natural Resourcés Defense ‘Coungil, The Wﬂdemess Sdclcty and the Wyommg
Outdoor Councl] e .

I

The examination of how be.st to memage wmicr vse in Yetlowstone, Grand Tcton and the

RDckefeIler - Parlcway has been a long time coming. Uses, such as snowtnobiling, have grownin - :
an uncontrolléd manner [of over thirty ycars with insufficicnt scrutmy of cnwronmemal impacts " -

t0.thé - paﬂm orthe affcct on visitor cxpcnence
[ As: we document in’ the attached com.mts 1.hc prnpos&d altematwe developed by the Park
Sérvice for managing winter vse in these three park units docs not comply with the laws or
rcgulalmns governing the national park systern. Nor does it assure that wmter visitors wni]

v expenence Ihese parks’ unique winter. va]ues . , . ) '
The GTcéf.cr Yellowstone Coahnon, together with more than a dozen éonservation'urgaﬂizatibns

" representing over 2.5 million Americans, has devised a different vision for the future of winter

use in’ Yel]uwstone ang Grand Teton National Parks. The Citizens’ Solution for Winter Access fo

- Yellowstong, assures safe and affordable access to the parks by all ‘Américans, not just those able ’

to ride a snowmobile. Crur solution affords access to the park to ¢qual mumbers of visitors while

achieving a 90 -percent reduction in vehicle use in the park. Tt also dramaucally reduces air, water
S and nonsve polluudn and u:npacts fo pa:k wlldhfe . § ] R

'H!e szens So!urwn has earncd the supporl of pcqplc from svery state in Ameriés and from

numeraus national and regional newspapers. They realize (hat, in an increagingly crowded world,

. weneed to do everything in our power to free our national parks of the problems that plaguc our

cmes ingscapable air and water polIutlon artlﬁclal nmse and traffic congestmn

A
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If we are to cnsure that Americans today and'in the future will be able to experience Yellowstone

*and Grand Teton National Parks aid (heir fragile-winter values on nature’s térms, the Park

Serlvic'a must abandon its:preferred altemative and adopt a plan such as The-Citizens ‘Sohetion.

Sm}e[:i izé/ |

Mike Clark .
Exécmive Dircetor
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“fransporiation is the crosswalk between our mission (o preserve precious resources and our
desire o provide an opportunily for the public to enjoy these resources in a manner that will
feave them unimpaived. Transportation can be the problem or it can be the solution.”
-NPS Director Robert Stanton

I, Introduction

The Greater Yellowstone Coalition (GYC) has been significantly and actively involved in
Yellowstone, Grand Teton and Rockefeller Parkway winter use issues since the orgamization’s
inception in 1983. We have participated in previous planning processes including the 1994
Winter Use Plan, the Greater Yellowstone Coordinating Committec’s Winter Use Visitor
Management Asscssment, and the Winter Road Closure EA. Many of our members visit the
parks in winter and participate in a variety of activities including skiing, snowshoeing, viewing
wildlife and other park resources, and enjoying the stillness and natural quiet.

After careful examination, GYC has detenmnined that the National Park Service’s (NFS)
preferred alternative B is inadequate and, if implemented; will not protect park resources as
required under guiding legislation and regulation. Furthermore, the propescd “adaptive
management” approach found throughout the DEIS would delay important managemnent
decisions, put off setting thresholds to measure impacts against, and invariably require additional
NEPA processes befare any actual management to reduce existing impacts can occur. Instead of
putting off important decisions, the parks must set thresholds for impact, devise monitoring
methodelogy to determine impacts and follow through immediately on management measures to
eliminate or mitigate impacts. ’

The National Park Service is facing challenges of increased visitation and potential or
exisling resource impairment system-wide. In response to these challenges, a serfes of national
parks, including Denali, Grand Canyon, Yoscmite, Arches and Zion, have implemented, or are
considering implementation of, mass transit systems andfor visitor level limmts. [n order to
accommodate ever-increasing visitor numbers in the next century, parks must identify modes of
visitor access which do not endanger precious park natural resources or impair the quality of
visitor experience. ’

The Park Service has fallen short of Hs guiding laws and regulations in crafting the
Winter Use DEIS prefarred altemative for Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks, These
parks deserve an innovative, creative.solution for winter visitor access modeled after the siate-of-
the-art mass transit approaches utilized in other parks. To fulfill the spirit and intent of the laws
enabling and divecting these and all parks, an access system is necessary which does not damage
resources, disturb visitors ot stress wildlife. necessary. The necessity of such a shift in winter
park management is underscored by current challenges to snowmaobiling in national parks, such
as the Bluewater Network’s petition to ban snowmobiles from all park units and by the onpoing
GAO study investigating snowmohile impacts and apptoptiateness as z use
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In an effort to crafl a solution which protects the parks’ resources while providing visiter
access, GYC and other tegional and national groups representing over 2.7 million Americins
developed The Cirizens’ Sohution for Winter Access to Yellowstone. It provides a reasonable and
implementable system of winter visitor access to the park which will best protect resources and
fultill agency legal obligations and policy requirements. The Citizens’ Solution is supported by 2
broad cross-section of park users, all of whom lelieve that winter visitation should be permitted
ity a roamner which least compromises precious park reseurces.

1. Past Mistakes, Present Problems and Future Opportunities

“The history of winter use in Yellowstone is an egregious example of uscs and impacts
being permitted prior to any NEPA public decision-making process. The absence of impact
analysis and public involvement for decades was perpetuated by a series of park superintendents
who chase to ignore mounting evidence demonstrating deleterious effects of snowmobiles on
park resources. The failure of past leaders to act on available information and to require
collection of critical data has lefl Yeliowstone in a difficult situation.

A. History of Snowmaobile Pelicy

 Yelowstone first allowed visiters to access the park on motorized oversnow vehicles in
1949, Since then, winter visitation has grown, peaking at 143,000 in the winter of 1993-4.
Snowplanes were the first method of aversnow transportation used in the park, until
snowcoaches were introduced in 1955. They first entered the park in 1963. In the meantime,
elected officials and Chambers of Commerce were calling for the park to plow reads in the
winiter, to allow for more visitors to enter. The Director of the National Park Service responded
to this ongoing pressure in 1967 by stating that the form of {ransportation in winter should be
that which is most appropriate to the park, and that oversnow visitation was the apprepriate form
of visitation in Yellowstone.

Over the years, snowmobile use has grown unchecked and become the dominant form of
overshow aceess to the two parks. Snowmobile visit numbers grew from 1,000 machings in
1963-4 to 30,000 machines in 1973-4. In 1972, the National Park Service Regional Director in
Denver asked all parks to take public comment to devise winter use plans, Glacier National Park
held public hearing and noted a variety of problems caused by snowmobiling, including air and
noise pollution, wildlife displacement, and conflicts with other park users. For these reasons,
and a strong public sentimént against disrupting the quiet and beanty of Glacier with
snowmaobiles, the park decided to ban them. Qther parks including Yosemite, Sequoia/Kings
Caryon and Lassen National Parks responded to public opinion by eliminating snowmobiles in
the same period.

The superintendent of Yellowstone, however, did not follow this directive to take public
comment and assess the impact of snowmobiles on park resources. Meanwhile, complaints from
vigitors and park rangers about air and noise pollution grew commonplace and the first studies
documenting adverse effects to wildlife from snowmobile use were completed. The
Superintendent himself acknowledged that snowmobiles were “a very disturbing factor for those
who are attempting to enjoy the peace and quiet of the winter wildemess.”
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Tn spite of this statemen, he did nothing to controt the use of snowmebiles in the park.
Upon his retirement, he was awarded the International Snowmoebile Industoy Association’s first
International Award of Merit for his *“‘sincere dedication to the improvement of and advancement
of snowmobiling in the United States.” The next supcrintendent of Yellowstone allowed further
expansion of snowmabiling in the park despite ongoing concerns about air and noise pollution
and wildlif impacts, He, too, received the International Award of Merit from the International
Snowmobile Industry Association,

The next superiniendent served from 1983-1994 and saw winier use double. In 1989
Yellowstone Park publiched a report which described the lack of engoing research on current and
potential impacts of winter use in the parks. Subsequent documents and plans did little to
establish or change policy, address previous coneerns, or iniliate rescarch into impacts of winter
use. In 1995, snowmobile emissions at the West Entrance exceeded Clean Alr Act limils. Then
Superintendent Barbes left Yellowsione to assure the directorship of alt national parks in
Alaska. In the late 19508 he and his staff drew up regulations to ban snowmobiles from Denali
National Park. When asked in an interview why such action was taken, Barbiee replied that “we
don’t want Denali to become another Yellowstone” (Yochim, 1998).

III. The Citizens* Solution for Winter Access to Yellowstone ) .

The Citizens' Solution was designed around two main assumptions; 1) visitors should be
allowed to experienice the splendors of the parks in winter; and 2) visitor access should in no way
impair, disturb or otherwise detract from those very resources which visitors are traveling to see,
hear and experience. )

Tn addition to these assumptions, in order to adhere to the Park Service’s legal mandate
requiring preservation of natural resources for future, the following principles must guide wintet
managenent:

»  Air and water quality must be protected and maintained at the highest levels possible.

= The stillness and natural sounds of Yellowstone and Grand Teton in winter must be guarded -
from degradation. i

*  Wildlife must be protected during the critical winter season.

The Citizens® Solution for Winter Access fo Yeflowstone strikes a balance between proteciing
natural resources and insuring visitor scoess.

The Citizens’ Solution crafts a new solution that protects the parks’ natural values, while
providing visitors with safe, efficient and affordable access to quality recreational and
educational experiences. The Citizens " Sofution will:

= Create a visitar transportation system that preserves the winter character of the parks.

* In Yellowstane, institute & group travel system of “snowcoach only” access. A snowcoach
only system would reduce the number of vehicle miles traveled by $0%. Eliminating
individual mechanized vehicles will reduce air and noise pollution and minimize
human/wildlife interaction, protecting the health of wildlife and people.

= {lose Yellowstone's east entrance road where inappropriate and expensive avalanche control
technologies are used to maintain recreational vehicle access.
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= In Grand Teten, discontinue the Continental DmdL Snowmaobile Trail, while allowing
continucd automobile access.

= Require a winter carrying capacity study for the parks in order to strike a balance botween
protection of patk tesources and quality visitor experience,

»  Limit off-trail backcountry use by skiers and snowshoers in critical wildlife habitat,

= Encourage further rescarch on the needs of wildlife wintening in Yellowstone and Grand
Teton.

A. Components of The Citizens’ Solution

Access

Americans should have the opportunity to access Yellowstone Park, but winter presents a
unique challenge. People who choose to visit Yellowstone in winter do so expressly to enjoy the
park in its natural winter state, typified by stillness and quiet. The use of individual snowrmobiles
destroys the natural winter atiributes of the parks. Transportation should be provided which is in
harmony with winter in the parks. Plowing the toad into the park, as suggested in the preferred
alternative, directty conflicts with the visitors' desire {o see Yellowstone namrally in winter as it
would create high snow berms which would hamper views and prevent thc unique oversnow
experience Yellowstone offers.

Group transportation which minimizes noise, air pollution, and trip frequency while
maximizing educational opportunities makes the most sense for Yellowstone in winter. Group
travel offers the best opportunity the Park Service has to protect Yellowstone's resources for
future generations while atill allowing visitor access in winter, The Citizens” Solution supports
the use of snowcoaches as the sole mode of recreational ravel on park roads in winter. These
vehicles hold 10-15 people and provide opportunities for on-board education by drivers, as well
as sharing among families, friends and fellow visiters. Snowcoach routes and timing should be
synchronized 1ike municipal transit systems to allow individual trip planning and quict periods
for exploring between slops. Warming huts should be added to the route between West
Yellowstone to Old Faithful at selected points to facilitate visitor exploration of geyser basins
and other features at snowcoach stops. A transportation alternative which fosters community and
education among park visitors while allowing for appreciation of the natural winter state is the
most sensible option for these sensitive and unique areas.

Similar transportation altematives are in place in Denali, and will soon be in place in
Grand Canyon, Zion and Yosemite National Parks. The NP3 should be a leader in promoting
clean, quict and afferdable modes of group transperiation which are protective of the natural
qualities of the parks. Yellowstone is a natural place to fook next for expansion of the alternative
transportation program alrcady taking place in the Park Service,

Affordable access is a cornerstone of our national park systern. Winter visitation to
Yeilowstone and Grand Teton, is by its nature, more costly than sunmer travel. There is room,
however, to make snowcoach trips more affordable. Funds to do so may come from savings
accrued from altered winter managenent suctt as closed fuel dusnps and less frequent grooming,
the fee user program or other park budget appropriations, or federal and state grants which
suppaort cleaner transportation sysiems.
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Economic Opportunities

The economic well-being of gatcway communities is tied to the bealth of the parks.
Americans are drawn to (he parks in winter by the exceptional experience a winter visit provides,
Unfortunately, many visitors have chosen not to return to Yellowstong in winter because of the
noxious, foud expetience which snowmobile use creates. The Citizens’ Solution will provide a
balanced experience for visitors by providing them motorized access to the parks in the least’
pollinting, quietest way and presents the opportumity for economic diversification in surrounding
communities.

In order to ease the cconomie transition for business owners in gateway communities,
Park Service contracts for snowcoach operations should be offercd preferentially to locally
owned businesses who have relied on snowmobile business in the parks. Small Business
Administration (SBA) loans should be explored and the Park Service should facilitate when
possible, The demand to see the parks in winter wilt not disappear; marketing strategies can be
adapted to encourage visitation via snowcoaches just as snowmobile rentals were marketed
effectively in tlie past. The gateway communities have weathered many changes in their
economies, and the Citizens® Solution would afford the opportunity for healthy economic
diversification in these communities, many of which have lost business from a variety of users as
snowmobiles tock hold as the dominant use (e.g. Pers. comm., Craig Matthews, owner, Blue
Ribbon Flies; Pers. comm., Kelli Criner, owner, Freeheel and Wheel, pers.comm.}. The
snowmobile business will not disappear; popular snowmobiling areas surround the parks. Indeed,
the average visitor to West Yellowstone, MT spends only one day of 2 multi-day visit
snowmobiling inside of the park (Pers. comnt., David MeCray, owner TwoTop Snowmobiles).

Implementation of the Citizens” Sclution witl provide a much-needed opportunity for
diversification in gateway communities. The foundation of healthy economies in surrounding
communities is the presence of healthy parks offering a wholesome experience for all members
of the public,

Carrying Capacity, Facilities and Services

Yellowstone in wintcr cannot support an infinite number of visitors. Attempting to will
detrimentally affect the parks’ natural resources and steain the existing infrastructure. Winter use
has grown exponentially in the past three decades, with litile scientific data analyzing its impacts
to natural resources. Winter use tevels should not exceed the previous six years' average until
analyses of carTying capacity are conducted. No expansion of winter services or facilities should
take place in the ensuing period. With the implementation of group transportation, some
facilities, such as fuel dumps at Lake and Canyon, may no longer be needed and could be phased
oit.

Roads and area closures

Omgoing scientific studies are assessing the 1mpacts of road grooming on wildlife
movement through the parks in order to make any decisions regarding road closures. Forther
studies, including those invelving the closure of roads necessary for collection of control data,
are needed. We support the interim vze of all currently vsed roads and areas in the parks pending
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rezulte from scientific studies of wildlife use of groomed and wn-groomed areas, with the

following exeeptions:

= The east entrance 1o the Ycl]owslone I'ark should be closed to oversnow vehicles due to the
inappropriate usc of avalanche control techniques to maintain this corrider for a few
motarized reereational vehicle access.

= In Grand Teton Nalional Park, the Continental Divide Snowmobile Trail (CDST) should not

. travel across National Park Service administered fands.

= The Potholes area of Grand Teton should be ¢losed to motorized nse.

= No new penmils for snowplanes shonld be issucd and as cxisting permitees give them up, the
permits should be redired.

« No snowmobile use will be permitted in Grand Teton National Park except for administrative
use and where necessary to access private residences. In Yellowstone National Park,
snowmaobiles tay only be available for park administrative use. '

= Areas of critical winier habitat in the backcouniry should be closed, or limited to skiing and

snowshoe nse on designated trails.

Through The Citizens* Solution, we propose a system of winter use that protcets natural
resourees while providing affordable public access to the parks in their most fragilc season. Each
component of The Citizens’ Solution was selected with the goal of complying with park laws and
regulations and steering the parks back on a course of resource preservation and visitor
enjoyment. The componenis of The Citizens ' Solution are reflected in the various alternatives
within the Draft E1S and adoption would therefore require no additional analysis.

In the following sections on impacts to park resources and visitor experience, the failure of
the preferred alternative to comply with law and regulation will be discussed. Then, The
Citizens’ Solution will be shown to provide a means for the parks to meet the spirit and intent of
salient laws, regulation and policy..

1V. Snowmobiling Impacts on Park Resources
A, Air Quality

1. Existing Problems and Failure of the Preferred Alternative

" The preferred altcrnative, Alternative B, proposes to establish an advisory committee to
phase in and implement emission standards for snowmobiles. Under Allernative B, “strict
emissions requirements would be required for all oversnow vehicles™ by the winter of 2008-
2009. “These requirements would reduce snowmobile emissions by & minimum of 70% of
hydrocarbons, 40% of CQ and 75% of particulates.” (DEIS, Vol.1, p.202).

The failure to act immediately to halt snowmobile emissions viclates the parks” duty
nnder the Clean Air Act and National Park Service Management Policy, Snowmobile emissions
at levels damaging to public end employee health and degrading to the parks® air quality have
been occurring for years. Carbon monoxide levels in the park currently exceed NAAQS and will
continve to exceed levels. Nothing in the preferred altemnative would immediately halt Clean Air
Act NAADS exceedences, This directly violales NPS respensibility o ensure the quality of Class
T arcas,
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Nearly all snowmobiles are powered by two-stroke engines. These engines crcale
danperous levels of airborme toxins including nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, ozone,
particulate matter, aldehydes, 1,3 butadicne, benzenes, and cxtremely persistent poncychc
aromalic hydrocarbans (PAH). Several of these compannds are listed as "known” or "probable”
human carcinogens by EPA. Benzenc, for instance, is a "known" human carcinogen. And
several aldehydes including buladiene are classified as "probable human carcinogens.” All are
believed to cause deleterious health effects in humans and animals well short of fatal doses (EPA
1993}

Twao-stroke engincs also discharge 25-30% of their fuel mixture, unburned, directly into
the environment. Unburned fucl containg many loxic compounds including benzene, tolucne,
xylene and the extremely persistent suspected human carcinogen MTBE. Two-strokes are one of
the farpest unchecked sources of pollution nationwide. Charles Emmett, an engineer with the
Califormia Air Résources Board (CARB), says that spowmobiles are "extremely, extremely dirty
compared 1o anything clse ... [sJnowmobiles are the worst there is" (McMillion 1994) Extensive
information is available on two- stroke engine emissions and the dircet impacts to human health
and air quality,

Current air quality degradations within the parks warrant strong action, which is not
adequately reflected in the preferred ahternative, The use of two-stroke engines, in the form of
recreational use of snowmobiles, in national parks violates the NPS mandate to protect parks’
natural resources. For good reason, snowmobile use is being examined by the National Park
Service system-wide and by the General Accounting Office. '

Prring the winter of 1998-9 Yellowstone saw 63,000 snowmobiles enter the park, with
nearly 54,000 visitors traveling on the corridor between West Yellowstone and Old Faithful
{Flores and Manigro, 1999).

Snowmobiles are exponentially more polluting than anfomobiles for several reasons:
1} Every stroke of the piston in a iwo-siroke engine is a power sitoke. Within a fraction of a
second, the exhaust is vented and new gas, oil and air are brought in. Because both the exhaust
and intake port are open at the same lime, 25-30% of the raw fuel and oil is wasted and enters
the environment within the exhaust.
2} Every winter in Yellowstone National Park, snowmobiles dump more than 50,000 gallons of
unburned fuel into the snowpack. This is the cqulvalcnt of five tanker trucks of fuel spilling their
loads in the park each winter,

Si Muntana Dep it of Em'lronmental Quallty, 220 000 gal!ons of fucl were sold for snowmobile use
within the park in the winter of 1995; En Agency, two teoke engines emit 25-30% of fuel
unburned out the tailpipe in exhaust,)

3) One snowmobile emits 225 times more carbon monoxide than an automebile.

One snowrobile emits 1008 times more hydrocarbons than an antomobile.

(Souﬂ:es: National Park Service, snowmobils numbers and duration of visit from West Yeltowstone to Old
Faithful; T iomal Showmabile Tndustry A iation, levels and hotsspower, Environmental
Protection Agency, load factor, antomobile emissions levels) :
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4) The highest carbon monoxide levels in the nation were recorded at Yellowstone's West
Entrance during winters in the 1990s. The Park Service must pump fresh air into entrance booths
to curh employes headaches, dizziness, (hroal irtitation and nausea.

{Source: Montana Depariment of Bavironmental Quality; Envirenments! Protection Agency; Natonal Park Service)

Snowmobiles destroy air quality everywhers they arc used. Even a small group of
snowmobiles produce extremely high levels of pollution. According to CARB emissions data,

ne hour on g two-stroke engi ts jet skis d [nlg]

-farmi llation than a Every weekend in Yellowstone,
snowrmobiles at Old Faithiud atone create more of park-wi tomobile
poltution.

The Montania Depariment of Environmental Guality reports that the 1,000 snowmaobiles
which enter West Yellowstone on a busy day may release "a volume of emissions similar to
hydrocarbon cmissions of 3,000,000 cars" (Haines 1997). Extrapolating from more conscrvative
CARP data, snowmobiles emitied an estimated total of 13,860,920 pounds of hydrocarbons
during the winter of 1997/98 compared lo only 203,293 pounds of hydrocarbons emitted

by automobiles touring Yellowstone in 1997, Thus, simgme_l%an&&mm
mwxmmm&mmmmm Total Comparison: 13,860,920/203,293 =

68 years equivalent.

Dangerous levels of cerbon monoxide {CO) and particulate matter (PM) ate 2 pnnmy
concern. CO is extremely dangeruus to humans (discussed below), and particulate matter is a
recently confirmed human carcinogen by the Environmental Protection Agency. Snowmobiles
emit dangerously high levels of carbon mongxide. A study conducted for the Natfonal Park
Service in 1997 concluded that a single snowmobile produces 500-1000 times more carbon
monoxide than a 1988 passenger car (Fussell-Snook 1997). Notably, compa.nsons t0'a current
medel-year passenger vehicle would increase this figure sxgmﬁcanti.y

! Based on current CARB data: (http:/fwww.arb.ca.gov); January 5, 1999,
2

1997/98] % [5 hours average ride] x [216 grams per horsepowsr-hour of snowmobile
hydrocarbon (HC) pollution (CARB)] x [100 average horsepoiver] x {0.8 load factor] = 6,
292,857, 600 grams of HC pellution. When converted to pounds, snowmobiles emitted
13,860,920 pounds of HC pollution into Yellowstone National Park during the 1997/98 winter
5eas0.

Automobile emissions: [$61,409 automobiles entered Yellowstone in 1997 x [120 miles
average distance] x [.§ grams per mile of antomobile HC ernissions] = 92,295,264 grams of HC
poliution. When converted to pounds, automobiles emitted 203,293 pounds of HC pollution into
Yellowstone Naiional Park in 1997.

3 Sorme modern cars emit only .12 grams/kW-hr as compared to CARD estimates of 1078
erams/kW-hr for snow melleS Ag 2 result, some snowmobiles preduce almost 9,000 times
ATIGHT ar a J\"Cn eriod t ar,

$nowrobile emissions: [72,834 siowmobiles entered Yellowstone during the winter of
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Duc to the popularity and proliferation of snowmobile use in West Yellowstone, PARK
SERVICE conducted air quality studies under various conditions at the West Entrance. The park
used stationary and mobile testing apparati in 1995 and 1996, focusing on carbon monoxide
{CO) and particulate matter concentrations at ground level. Preliminary re‘;ultq indicate that CO
levelscxcccd fedeml and state ambient air quality standards at certaln t1mes In fact, a rea(lmg of

the highest concentration recorded for Wi ing cill
nototjously high Q,Q levels such as Los Angeles and Denver. Results from both years

demonstrate a positive correlation between snowmabile density and high CO levels.

2, ltuman Health Risks Asseciated with Carbon Monoxide and NPS Responsibility to
Protect Public and Employce Health

The blue haze found along snowmaobile corridors, trailheads and gas stations contains not
only dangerous Jevels of airborne toxins, but can lead to the formation of additional grovnd level
ozene from the photochemical reaction of released nitrogen and hydrocarbons. Health risks

as‘;omatcd Wlth exposure to smog and nitrogen include W
gt pa b ag a_ [0} 2 2] ]

In Yellowstone, concern about public heatth and excessive snowmobile pellution were
issues raised in over 1,200 snowmobile complaint letters received by the park in 1993 and 1994,
As a result, Yellowstone began to study snowmobile emissions and soon found that CO and FM .
concentrations were high enough to cause health and air quality concerns in West Yellowstone,
along the snowmobile trail to O1d Faithful, and in the parking log at O1d Faithful (PARK
SERVICE Air Quality Division 1995). In addition to adverse pollution impacts on visitors,
Yellowstone has been forced to enclose ranger booths at jts West Entrance to protect rangers
from dizziness, nausea, fatigue, headaches, and breathing problems. Filtered air is pumped into

* entrance kiosks where rangers have reperted difficulty counting change. Park visitors have

reported tasting the visible haze which surrounds busy entrances and trailbeads.

Carbon monoxide is particularly dangerous because it binds to the hemoglobin in blood
{forming carboxyhemoglobin) and renders hemoglobin incapable of ransporting oxygen
(Snook-Fussell 1957). Elevated levels of carboxyhemoglobin can cause neural-behavioral
effects at lower levels (2-3 percent), headaches and fatigue (10 percent), and respiratory failure
and death at higher levels. And the general consensus among medical professionals is that the

. bealth risk from CQ increases at high altitude -- a risk exacerbated by richer fiel mixtures

common at higher elevations. CQ is particularly hazardous during pregmancy, zmd to the elderly,
children,

1 Federal standards for CG are 35 and 9 parts p.Bl‘ million for 2 one and eight hour average,

respeetively, 40 CFR § 50.8{a){(I)(2). State standards differ for Montana and Wyeming, In
Montana, the CO standards are 23 and 9 ppm for the | and & hour averages, respectively, while
Wyoming's standards are identical to those of the federal povemment.
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and individuals with asthma, anemia or other cardiovascular discase (BPA 1991; 1994).° The
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for CO of 35 ppm for 1 hour and 9 ppm for 8 hours
were established to keep blood levels of carboxyhemoglobin belew 3 percent. Notably, some
seientists have criticized these standards becausc of evidence ol adverse health effects even al
these levels (Watson 1995, Greek and Dorweiler 19907,

Snowmobilers, rangers and other park wisitors are exposed to dangerous levels of CO. In
Grand Teton National Park, Fussell-Snook (1997} measured the amount of CO emitted from a
snowmobile on a Park trail under steady-siatc conditions.”  An average of 3.9 g/mile (99 g/hr)
to 19.9 gfmllc (795 g/hr) of CO was emitted by one snowmobile traveling from 10 to 40 mph.
By comparison, an: aufomobile emits 0.01 to 0.04 g/mile of CO under sieady-state conditions, er
approximately 1,000 times less than a snowmobile. The average CO measurements for a single
snowmobile, recorded at different speeds and distances {25-125 feet), ranged from 0.5 - 23.1
ppm. The Montana state one-hour human exposure Jimit for carbon monoxide is 23 ppm.

It is important to reemphasize that these measurements were based on a single
snowmobile only, during steady-state conditions. Unfortunately, snowmobiles travel in packs of
2-25 units for sustained periods of time, and often accelerate over hills and banks. It is therefore
clear that lypical human exposure to G is of a much greater magnitude, and represents a very
significant leve] of toxic poliutmn The resnlts arc particularly alarming for rangers and
recreationists at trailheads, gas stations, and patk entrances, where one humdred snowmobiles can
create the equivalent carbon monoxide of more than 100,000 cars.®

As a federal employer, the NPS has the responsibility under OSHA and regulation to
protect employee health. The Park Service also must perpetuate conditions in the best interest of
public health. The permission of snowmebile use in the parks and concomitant impacts to air
quality endanger park visitors with respiratory and other ailments and chemical sensitivies. The
Park Service must provide a health environment for visitors; current snowmobile use preclndes
the parks® ability to ensure a clean, healthy environment for visitors and a healthy workplace for
employecs, as required by law.

ks For a summary of ke human health effects of snowmobile pollutants, including carbon

monoxide, nittogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and particulate matter, See EPA (1994),
- Snowmobiles emit more pollutants when accelerating. The steady-state conditions in this
study, therefore, represent a “best case™ emission volume {Fussell-Snook 1997).

? In addition, the impact of CO exposure increases with increasing altitude, sspecially for

unacelimated individuals (National Commission on At Quality 1980}, Thus, because much
snowmobile use occurs at higher altitedes, risks to human health arc even greater.

8 Based on the aforementioned correlation between cars and snowmobiles in ferms of

carbon monoxide emissions.
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3. Legal and Policy Requirements

There is oo scientifically lepitimate or legally defensible reason to wait another decade to
improve public halth and air quality within the Class I airsheds of Yellowstone and Grand
Teton national parks. The Clean Air Act states that the Natienal Park Service, a5 a lederal land
managet, has “an affirmative responsibility to protect air quality related values, including
visibilily, [rom the adverse cffcets of air pollution im areas that arc designated as “Class 1", There
are 48 Class | areas that are part of the National Patk System. Congress intended that these areas
be afforded the greatest degree of air quality protection and specificd that only very sniall
amounts of air quality deterioration from new or modificd major stationary scurces be permitted.
One purpose of this “prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)” program is “to preserve,
protect, and enhance [emphasis added] the air quality in national parks.” (42 U.8.C. §7401 &
seq.} “These policies require managers to assume an aggresssive role in promoting and pursuing
measures to safeguard air quality and relsted values from Ihe adverse impacts of air pollution™
(Flores and Maniero, 1999). National Park Service Management Policies are clear that “([Jn
cases of doubt as to the impacts of existing or potential air pollution on park resources, the Park
Service will err on the side of protecting air quality and related values for future generations.”
{NPS Air Resource Management Policy).

Exceedences of Clean Air Act standards place a stronger onus on park managers to
restore air quality. National Park Service arcas that do not meet the National Ambient Air
Quality $tandards (NAAQS) or whose resources are already being adversely affected by current

~ ambient levels require a greater degree of consideration and seruliny by NFS managers. Arcas

that do not meet the NAAQS for any pollutani (of the six criteria pollutants) are designated as
non-attainment areas. Section 176 of the Clean Afr Act states: ' ’

No department, agency, or instrumentality of the Federal

Government shall engage in, support in any way or provide

financial assigiance for, licensc or permit, ©F approve, any

" activity which does not conform to an [state]

implementation plan, ., [T]he assurance of conformity to

such a plan shall be an afficmative responsibility of the

hesd of such department, ageney or instrumentality. (42

U.5.C. 7401 §176)

Furthermore, the Clean Air Act “requires superintendents to take actions consistent with
their affirmative responsibililies to ptotect air quality related values in Class I areas.”
“Alr quality related values refor o elements of a Park environment which are sensitive to ait
pollution and may include vegetation, vistbility, water quality, wildlife...” {NPS Policies at
4:17) When there is a question as to the impacts of existing or polential air pollution on park
resources, NP5 Policies require the NPS to “err on the side of protecting air quality...” (NPS
Policies at 4:17)

NP5 Policy seeks to perpetuate the best possible air quality in parks “because of its
critical imporlance (o visitor enjoyment, human health, scenic vistas, and the preservation of
natural systems and cultural resources” (NPS Policies at 4:17) The NPS is mandated through
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both its own 1916 Organic Act (16 U.S.C. §1), the Clean Air Act (42 U.8.C. §7401 ¢t seq) and
Exceutive Order 12088, as amended, (0 protect air quality in Naiional Parks.

This Executive Order requires the head of cach executive agency to ensure that “all
necessary actiang are taken for the prevention, control and abatement of environmental pollution
(at §1-101) to submit a plan for the contro! of environmental pollution lo the OMB anmually at
§1-401, and to “ensure that sufficient funds for compliance with applicable pollution control
standards are requested in the agency budget.” id at §1-301.

Qur first national park and its magnificent neighbors have seen considerable impact to
their air quality and should net serve as a testing ground for as of yet unproven new snowmobile
technologies. Promises of future improvements by the snowmobile are not adequate safeguards
for managing these parks. Air guality execedences are documented (MT DEQ, 1998-1999; NPS,
1995-1999: Flores and Manicro, 199%) and will continue to be reported, and deletioration of park
air quality will continue, until recreational snowmebile vse is removed fromm the park and a group
transportation system using the cleanest oversnow vehicles available, snowcoaches, is
implemented.

4. Solutions

The Citizens’ Soluiion proposes a group travel system using snowcoaches only, as
proposed in the DEIS” Alternative G. The availability and current use of four-siroke oversnow
vehicles in the parks makes any utilization of two-stroke machines indefensible. Furthermaore, the
existence of and current use of mass transit oversnow vehicles, in the form of snowcoaches,
makes continued allowance for individual machines unnecessary, The Park Service nation-wide
is secking opportunities to reduce pollution and lower the numbers of vehicles needed to provide
visitor access. Yellowstone is fortunate to have a system of mass transit oversnow access already
inplace. The use of only snowcoaches would significantly improve air quality (see DEIS impact
sections for Alternative (3), provide the same number of visitors access, and reduce the oumber
of vehicles and vehicle miles traveled by 90 per cent.

Undet the Clean Air Act and NPS palicy, the Park Service must mitigate or eliminate
impacts to air quality currently arising from snowmobile use in the park. No means currently
- exist to mitigate these effcets. Fortunately, the means to eliminate them do exist. Four-siroke
machines for oversnow access are cumrently usced in the park in the form of snowcoaches, this
mode of access musi replace that of two-stroke motorized access. Snowcoaches accomplish the
desired conditions the Park Service seeks in this planning process-- air quality improvement,
noise reduction and reduction of vehicle numbers,

Under the Clean Air Act, Organic Act and NFS Management Policy, the excessive
peliution of two-stroke engines is clearly prohibited. Fortunately, the parks have a four-stroke
mode of access available and in place in the parks: snowcoaches.
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B, Noise Pollution and Natural Quict

1. Existing Problems

The oppartunity to experience nalural sounds and silence is rare in our modernized
world; onc of the last refuges to experience natural sounds is in our national parks. Current use of
snowmobiles in the parks undermincs (he opportunily to have natural quiet as a part of the
national park experience. Snowmobiles emit extreme levels of noise at higher frequencies than
automobiles. This combination makes snowmebile noise quantitatively and qualitatively
different from other vehicle use in the parks. The Park Scrvice must do everything it can to
reduce noise levels in parks to prevent the intrusion of urban noises into park lands,

In addition to adeversely effecting visitor experience, snowmaobiles noise, according to
the Environmental Protection Agency, also has detrimental impacts on wildlife. Snowmoebile
noise acts as a physiological stressor producing changes similar to those brought about by
exposure to extreme heat, cold, pain, ete. (EPA 1971). The EPA states that:

Clearly, the animals that will be directly affected by noise are those
capable of responding to sound cneegy and especially the animals
that rely on euditory signals to find mates, stake out territories,
recognize young, detect and locate prey and evade predators.
Further, these functions could be chtically affected even if the
animals appear to be completely adapted to the neise (i.e., they
show no behavioral response such as startle or avoidance).
Ultimately it does not matter to the animal whether these vital
processes are affected through signal-masking, bearing loss, or
effects on the nevrc-endocrine system. Even though only those
animals capable of responding to sound could be directly affected
by noise, competition for food and space in an ecological niche
appropriate to an animal’s needs, results in complex
interrclationships among ail the animals in an ecosysiem.
Consequently, even animals that are not responsive to or do not
rely on sound signals for important functions could be indirectly
affected when noise affects animals at some other point in the
ecosystem:. The “balance of nature™ can be disrupted by disturbing
this balance at even one point (EPA, 1971).

Furthermore, the EPA anticipates that the consequences of a loss of hearing ability could
inelude a drastic change in the prey-predator situalion. It states:

The animal that depends on its ears to lecate prey could starve if
anditory acuity decreased, and the animal that depends on hearing
to detect and aveid its predatars could be killed. Reception of
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audifory mating signals could be diminished and affect
reproduction. (Masking of Ihese signals by noise in an arca could
also produce the same effect). Detection of cries of the young by
the mother could be hindered, leading (o increased rates of infant
mortality or decreased survival rates.

Finally, the EPA raises concems about the findings of changes in the reprodugtive organs
and sexual function of animals exposed to noise. These impacls, according to the EPA, “should
be viewed as possible serious threats (o the animal’s reproductive capacify.

Although Park Service regulations prohibit snowmobiles if they exceed 78 decibels at 50
feet,” 36 C.F.R. §2,18(d)(1), it is not known how carefully or consistently this regulation is
enforced. In addition, whether the existing Park Service toise regulations accurately portray the
uoise generated by snowmobiles is not certain,

In addition, there is no evidence that the Park Setvice has conducted any studies to
determine what impact this level of noise is having on Park wildlife. Even if this regulation was
always enforced, this does not mitigate all potential impacts. Far example, in Y ellowstone
Mational Park snowmobile use is constant, not infrequent. Thus, even at 78 decibels, the
contiaual drone of snowmobile engines may adversely impact the hearing mechanism, bebavior,
and survival of wildlife.

The DEIS” approach to mitigating snowmobile noise in inadequate in the face of
stringent NPS policy regarding natural quiet. The DEIS divides park areas into “foreground”,
“middleground” and “distant areas” and sets appropriate visitor expectation and sound levels for
each. The Parks’ rationale for such a system is arbitrary and not adequately supported. It is not
in line with existing park policy regarding the value of natural quiet.

2. Policy Requirements and Data Insuificiencies
Watural quiet is also of eritical importance in National Parks. Farks “have intangible

qualities such as natural quiet, solitude, space, scenery, a sense of history, sounds of nature, and
clear night skies that have received congressional recognition and are important components of
people’s enjoyment of parks.” (NP8 Management Policies of 1988 {Ch 1:3-4)) Park Service
policy is clear: :

The National Park Service will strive to preserve the natural quiet

and the natural sounds associated with the physical and biological

resources of the parks {for example, the sounds of the wind in the

trees or of waves breaking on the shore, the howl of the wolf, or

the call of the loon.). Activities causing excessive of unnecessary

unnatural sounds in and adjacent to parks.. .will be monitered and

? This noise level is applicable for snowmobiles manufactured after July 1, 1975, Noise
levels for snowmobiles manufactured before 1975 are higher, The regulations on suowmobile
noise levels, however, appear 1o conflict with regulations pertaining to audio disturbances which
prohibits the operation of a metor vehicle or motorized equipment in a manner which exceeds a
noise level ol 60 decibels at 50 feet. 36 C.R.R.§2.12(a)(1}.

I-178

action will be taken 1o prevent or minimize unnatural sounds that
adversely affect park resources or values or visitors” enjoyment of
them, (Policy at 4:17)

Natural quiet as a resource, “defined as the natural ambicnt sound conditions...refers to
the absence of mechanical noise, bul accepts the *self-noise’ of park visitors. “Self-noise” is the
noise generated by the visiter- the ircad of hiking boots on the trail, the creaking packframes,
rattle of pots and pans, talking, etc.” {(NPS Report on Effects of Aircraft Overflights on the
Nalional Park System, 1595 (Reporl lo Congress))p.74) “Preserving natural quiet is an integral
part of the mission of the NPS. This is confirmed in law, policy, and the beliefs of NP3
managers. (Id at p.76) Unnatural sounds must be monitored in and adfacent to parks, and action
must be taken to “prevent or minimize ds that adversel

|_u§§ or |5,119[s enloment of them.” Id. (Emphasm added) To achicve th1s standard “;hg
a ! h 3 1 o

will bg p[thbltﬂ 1d. (Emphasis addcad)

Parks and wildemesses offer a varicty of unique, pristine' sounds
not found in most urban or suburban environmenls. They also offer
a complete absence of sounds that are found in such envirommnents.
Together, these two conditions provide a very special dimension to
a park experience... CQuiet itself, in the absence of any discernible
source (especially man-made), is an important element of the
feeling of solitude. .. In considering natural quiet as a resource, the
ability to hear clearly the delicale and quieter infermittent sounds
of nature, the ability to experience interludes of extreme quiet for
their own sake, and the opporiunity to do so for extended periods
of time is what natural quiet iz all about. (p.78) (NFS Report on
Effects of Aircraft Overflights on the National Park System 1965

{Report to Congress))

In developing an approach to preserve nalural quict, the NPS outlined several “important
facts.” The first two are; * 1. Natural quiet is a resouree for preservation within the NPS
mandate; and 2. The human auditory system is an excellent mechanism for determining the
presence or absence of natural quiet. ... (NPS Report on Effects of Aireraft Overflights on the
National Park System, 1995-Report to Congress; p.85). '

Despite this strong policy guidance and allowance for the human ear to measure natiral
quiet, the Park Service has failed to collect useful data on noise pellution in the parks. The data
presented appears fo be erroneous. Table 42 (p. 192, DEIS) estimates snowmobile nofse from a
group of 10 machines extending only 4500 feet. This data does not account for cumulative noise
effects or individual sensitivitics to noise beyond decibel recognition {e.g. effects of different
frequencies). The DEIS also sels the natural ambient sounds as high as 30dB. This presumption
is made in the absence of any real data concerning natural quiet in Yellowstone National Park. It
seems likely that the low-cnd ambient to be protected and restored in winler is closer to 10-15
decibels. The Grand Teton 1996 neise report by Bowlby and Associales appears to have lacked a
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systematic approach to delin the low-cnd ambient. Certainly, the methods and equipment to
deterrmine low-end ambient ranges are available to the NPS.

Other parks, including Grand Canyon and Everglades, can provide technical guidance
and data which the parks can use to design studies appropriate for winter impacts. We encourage
the NPS to apply these rich data sources, new technology, and analytical insights Lo the present
Yellowstone analysis of natural guiet. Specifically, we recommend that the Parks conduct
“Percent of Time Audible’ studies focusing on snowmobile noise. This type-of data is most
relevant, as the mere presgnce of snowmobile noise is the issug, rather than the loudness or
proximity of it.

The only existing data on noise poituton in the parks demonstrate that snowmeobile noise
far cxceeds NPS® best guesses, as included in the DEIS, Anecdotal reports docutment severe
degradation of natural quiet up to 20 miles into the backcouniry. This penetration distance was
clearly not anticipated for by the parks {see Wilderness section), 48 proposed wilderness was sct
at one or less miles from the road. Current snowmobile use renders large portions of
Yellowstone park unusable by those seeking natural quiet. Yochim (1998) compiled reports of
noise penetration up to°15-20 miles into park wilderness. The average distance excluding the 13-
20 mile report was about six miles. A recent map{Attachment C, National Parks and
Conservation Association, 1999)has shown noise penetration of ten miles into the park. Even
with a more conservative estimate of a five mile noise penetration zone (Attachment D,
Biuewater Network, 1999), visitors have (o go great lengihs to experience natoral sounds.

3. Solutions . .

The mode of access utilized by winter visitors must be the most quiet vehicle possible.
The Citizens® Sclution’s proposed snowcoach transit system would eliminate high frequency,
loud snowmobile noise. Snowcoaches can be made still quieter by installing muffling devices.
Snowcoaches run on alternative power such as electricity should be investigated. The Park
Service must commit to the quietest vehicles available. Snowcoaches represent the quietest,
currently available motorized aceess to the parks and numerous possibilities for further noise
reduction of snowcoaches exist. Snowcoaches currently can meet current noise standards, and
mufflers and other engine types are widely available 1o upgrade coaches and make them even
quieter. Finally, the reduction in overall number of vehicles accomplished by a switch to a mass
fransit system will result in significant cumwlative noise reduction,

C. Water Quality

Snowmobile emissions are deposited directly onto the snowpack of the parks. This
snowpack pollution translates directly into pollution of the parks® waters as the snow mells.
Suowmobiles each year emit the equivalent of five tanker truck loads omo the snowpack of
Yellowstone. The components of snowpack polludon from snowmobile emissions can include
toxic compounds such as MTBE (a fue! additive), and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs)
such as benzene, butadiene, xylene, toluene, and formaidehyde. MTBE is a known animal
carcinogen and a suspected human carcinogen (Hagemann and Van Mouwerik, 1999). Benzene
is a known carcinogen, and formaldehyde and butadiene are classified as probable human
carcinogens by EPA (EPA; Adams, 1996). Formnaldehyde, benzene and butadiene arc thought to
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hatm humans and animals at levels well below fatal doses, and certain PATs are toxic lo aquatic
organisms and cause lesions in fish (Adams, 1996} The threats of PAH-contaminaled strearn and
lake sediments derived from run-off are largely unknown, but some experts suspeet significant
food-chain inleractions (llagemamm and Van Mouwerik, 1999). A recent repurl by ihe Park
Service summarizes the fisks (o water quality presented by smowmobile cmissions onto snow
{Hagemann and Yanhouwerik, 1999)

1. Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (FAHs)

PAHs are by-products of fuel combustion found it high concentrations in unregulated
two-stroke emissions. They are particularly hazardous because they are both carcinogenic and
mutagenic, and arc extremely persistent in the environment, Studies by the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency {1997) have shown that PAHs can remain on the surface of the water, wherc
fish and other species feed on phytoplankton and zooplankton. A nine year follow-up study on
the Exxon Valdez spill in Alaska by National Marine Fisheries scientists, to be published in
Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry, found that residual oil toxins were not breaking down
as rapidly as reported (Heintz et al. 1998). The data, which revealed stunted salmon growth and
reproductive problems from PAHs, highlighted the importance of considering the composition of
PAHs found in contaminated water. The study also states that previous toxicelogical studies did
not provide sufficient consideration o the persistence of sublethal levels of PAHs, and their
effect on long-term species survival and reproduction.

Of further concern, independent scientists and a report funded by the National Marine
Marmfacturess Association (NMMA) found that PAHs at extremely low levels (parts per trillion)
are toxic to zooplankton, and irhibit not only zooplankton reproduction, but aiso the
reproductive success and general growth of fish (Qris et al. 1998, Giesy 1997). The acute
toxicity of PAHs is extremely problematic when taken in context with determinations by Dr.
John Giesy, a Distingnished Professor of Fisheres and Wildlife at Michigan State University,
that natural uliraviolet light can increase the toxicity of PAHs on water surfaces by as much as
50,000 times under field conditions (Giesy 1997}

The findings of these studies also correlate to studies on snowmobile emissions. Ina
study of snowpack contamination by snowmobiles, for example, Matthew R. Graham of the
University of Nevada-Reno found elevated readings of four PAHs -- acenapthene, acenaphylene,

_ napthalene and phenanthrene -- in snow samples under field conditions. Graham detected levels

of napthalene, for instance, of up to 12,000 ppb. According to the Occupational Safety and
Health Administration {OSHAY), the short-term human exposure limit (STEL) for napthalene is
15,000 ppb. OSHA's Health Hazard Data indicates that "contact may cause skin ot ¢ye irritation
... inhalation may canse headache, nausea and perspiration ... [and] mgestion: may cause cramps,
nausea, vomiting and diarthea” (OSHA, 1996). The lowest published lethal human oral dose is
50,000 ppb.

Such high concentrations are particularly alarming for fish larvae, zooplankton, and
perhaps other marine organisms. During an industry study, toxicologist James Oris of Miami
University fonnd that much lower PAH levels (5-70 parts per trillion compared to Graham's
detections of 12,000 parts per billfon) cause "a significant effect on fish growth ...
photc-activated toxicity to fish and zooplankton as well as direct (no-UV) toxicity to
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zooplankton."(Cris, et al. 1998) According to John Giesy, only 19 ppb of another PAH
compound (anthracene), under relatively low ultravialet intensity {2,500 uw/em2 of UV-4),
would kil all exposed zooplankton in 30 minutes (Giesy 1997).  And the Cxxen Valdez study
mentioned above concluded that sublethal levels of water contamination (as low as 1.0 ppb)
stunted pink salmon growth and caused other chrenic problems (Heintz et al. 1998). Dunng this
study, scientists showed that weathered oil retains its toxicity wilh certain ¢ompounds,
especially PAHs. The report states, "[w]e conclude that water guality standards for TPAH ftotal
PAH concentration] above 1.0 ppb may fafl 1o protect fish embryos” (Heintz et al. 1998).

2. Meihyl Tertiary Butyl Ether (MTBE)

Methyl Tertiary Butyl Ether (MTBE) -- a controversial fuel-additive and suspected
carcinogen -- is conlaminating water supplies nationwide. All 50 states use MTBE as an octanc
boostet {2-3% MTBE), and 20 states are required o have gasoline with at Jeast 11% MTEE.
The Oxygenated Fuels Association (OFA) predicts that 70% of fuel sold nationwide will be
oxygenated (11-15% MTBE) by the year 2000. Allhough the additive is commonly regarded as
a hazard to drinking water from underground storage tanks, fuel spills and motorized watercraft,
snowmobiles are a significant source of MTBE, a chemical with the potential to cause adverse
health effects to kmmans and wildlife within park boundaries.

MTBE is a concern in terms of snowmebiles for two reasons: 1) because snowmaobiles
spill large quantities of unbumed fuel into the environment, wp to 15% of which is MTBE; and 2)
becavse snowmohbiles produce very high emissions containing carcinogenic MTBE combustion
by-products.

Snowmobiles emit large quantities of wnburned fuel into the environment because they
consume large amounts of fuel in short periods of time. Because 25-30% of every gallon of
gasoline consumed by snowmobiles (roughly 220,000 gallons in Yellowstone in 1995} contains
up to 15 % MTBE, snowmobiles can dump from one-thi three-quarte

irectly into the envi 1 Although no studies have addressed animal
sensitivity (aesthetic) to MTBE, humans are extremely sensitive to the chemical. The
Association of California Water Agencies reports that some consumers can detect MTBE in
drinking water at 2 ppb. At 15 pph, humans can consistently smell the chemical in the water.'
Only one-third of a gallon of MTBE is required to bring the drinking water consumed daily by
90,000 people to a contaminant level of 15 ppb. It is thercfore safe to assume that small amounts
of raw MTBE from snowmobile exhaust leaching into snowpack and watersheds within park
boundaries shoutd be considered a threat to the aesthetic values of park water and snow
resourees, with perhaps more serious implications for wildlife. '

1 Calculation based on average fuel consumption (USEPA), percentage of fuel emitied as
raw fiel (25-30%, USEPA), and percentage of oxygenated fuel that is MTBE (1 1-15%, OFA).

n “Taste and Odor Properlies of MTBE and Implications for Setting a Sccondary

Maximum Contaminant Level,” prepared by Malcolm Pirnie for the Oxygenated Fuels
Association, June 28, 1998,
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The Environmental Protection Agency acknowledges that the "human healih effects
associated with breathing or otherwise consuming large amounts of MTBE fot short periods of
time or smaller amounts of MTBE over long periods of time are not known." 12 Although no
data exists on the suspected human health risks of MTBE, EPA confirms that "in many animals,
a lifetime exposure to MTBE in air causes cancer." Animals exposed to small amounts to MTBE
show kidney damage and other adverse effects on the developing fetns.'

The toxic effects of MTBE on micro-organisms, marine life, and vegetation have not
been extensively studicd. California SB 321 will address concern that accumulating MTBE may
adversely affect certain organisms in the food chain, Researchers at UC-Davis have begon
siudies on MTBE's effcct on aquatic biota and other organisms. According to preliminary
reports, MTBE is acutely 1oxic to various aquatic organisms at concentrations as low as 44 paris
per billion (pph), and bacterial assays are most senisitive in terms of toxicity measured at 7.4 ppb
over a relatively short 48 hour period.

The combustion by-products and human metabolites of MTBE are also a concern for
snowrnobilers, other recreationalists, and rangers exposed 1o snowmobile emissions, and may be
a concetn for the environment. MTBE reacts with natural oxygen and hydrogen molecules in the
air to form tertiary buty!-formate (TBF), an extremely destructive compound to tissucs of
mucous membranes and the upper respiratory tract. MTBE combustion also increases airborne
concentrations of formaldehyde, an EPA-listed "probable” human carcinogen and a eonfitmed
immune system suppressant. Peter Joseph, Professor of Radiologic Physics at the University of
Pennsylvania School of Medicine, believes that these by-products of MTBE are responsibie for
"creating major public bealth problems, i ‘cluding an explosion in asthma totally beyond

anything experienced in human history.""

EPA also confirms that (he human metabolites of MTEE are tertiary-butyl alcohol (TBA)
and formaldehyde. TBA is listed as "harmful or fatal if swallowed,” and also suppresses the
immune system. In Wilmington, North Caroiina, residents of a trailer park were awarded nearly
$30 miilien dellars for medical and compensatory damages from Conoco for MTBE drinking
water contamination. Although the gasoline contained only 2% MTBE at the time, the medica)
expert reported that in every one of 175 patients tested, MTBRE detected in the blood-stream was
causing significant immune system suppression.

1 Information oblained from EPA's Drinking Water Contaminant Candidate List at
http:/fwww.epa.gov in June 1998. ‘

13 EPA MTBE information obtained from the agency's Drinking Water Contaminant
Candidate List {CCL), (http://www.cpa.gov), June, 1998,

u Personal Commurication with Mr. Joseph, June, 1598. (Note: These pers. comm. cites

are from the Bluewater Network’s Petition- refer to the original document for more
information on authorship). '

15 Personal Communication with Mr. Joseph, Tune, 1598,
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According Lo reports, the acule toxicity of MTBE is comparabie to the known human
carcinogen and reproductive toxin benzene. Dr. Myron Mehiman, an adjunet Professor of Public
Health at the Robert Woaod Johnson Medical School and cditor of Toxicology and Industrial
Health, believes that research shows that "MTBE is 4 human carcinogen, causing the same
cuncers in laboratory animals as benzene, and at the same dosage levels."'®

EPA requires reporting of any benzene spill exceeding one pound due to its highly loxic
propertics. Most snowmobile models dump a pound of unburned MTBE into the environment
every 1-2 hours, Thus, the presence of MTBE in gascline as a highly water soluble and
persistent suspected carcinogen, with projected yet unstudicd effects on water and aguatic life,
exacerbates the threat of significant air and water emissions frem snowmobiles,

Permitting the use of snowmobiles in our National Park System fhils to safeguard our
mosl pristine areas from astonishing amounts of water and air pollution, and thereby threatens
park resources, wildlife, visitors and employees. Snowmobile use is therefore incompatible with
Nationa! Park values, as declared by the Organic Act of 1916, and violates the provisions
sct forth by the Clean Water Act, the Clean Air Act amendments of 1990, and the
aforementioned Executive Orders and Policy Acts.

3. Other Contaminants, Resonrce Impacts and Ecosysiem Effects

Although park officials and snowmeobile advocates point ont that snowmobile emissions
are localized to areas where the machines are used, the effects are severe, and far-reaching. For
exarple, increased ground level smog and nilrogen concentrations cause acid rain, acid snow,
and water pollution. Of the 220,000 gallons of gasoline and 11,000 gallons of lubrication oil
sold for snowmobiling by service stations within Yellowstone National Park alone in 1995, up to
55,000 galions of fuel and 2,700 gallons of motor oif entered the environment as unburned, raw
petrochemical pollution.’””  About 5,000 gallons of gasoline, and 250 quarts of 2-cycle oil was
spilled by National Park Service snowmobiles alons. Mere than 60% of Yellowstone's
snowmobile trail network runs along major rivers, lakes and streams.

Toxic raw fuel and air emnissions accurimlate in the snowpack along rivers, streams and
lakes where snowmobile roads are most common. Ingersoll etal. (1997) found increased levels
of sulfates and ammonium in Yellowstone's snowpack compared to baseline conditions.
Pollutants "locked” in the snowpack are released very rapidly during the first few days of snow
melt.

Researchers have found that 80 percent of acid concentrates are released in the first 20
percent of snowmelt, and that this acid pulse is a major cause of death for aquatic insects and
amphibians (Rawling 1993). This acid pulse may also reduce the acid neuiralizing cupacity of
aguaticsystems, particularly those found at high elevations which typically are less capable of

16 Personal Communication with Dr, Mehlman, June, 1998,

v Gasoline sales reported by the Montana Department of Environmental Quality in a repent

by Howard E. Haines. Raw fucl emissions are calculated using EPA data which confimms that
25% of the fuel "consumed” by a two-stroke engine is emitted "cut the tailpipe” unburmed.
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neutralizing acid deposition.'®  In one study, Charetie et al. (1990) determined that "during the
spring melting, the massive liberation of atmospheric pollutanis aceumulated m the snow cover
is connceted to a very importanl inercase of acidity, which may be more than 100 times higher
than the usual acidity level in surface water"

As documented by Shaver et al. (1988), the effects of pollutants can be both biological
and ecological, and both acute and chronie. Such effects on plants include foliar injury, reduced
productivity, iree mortality, decreased growth, alicred plant competition, modifications in specics
diversity, and increased susceptibility to diseases and pests. Alterations to the vegetative
commuttity are also likely to result in implications o Park herbivores and other ecosystem
components. In addition, ingestion by herbivores of trace elements deposited on leaf surfaces
may lead to other impacts to the individual organism and throughout the food chain.

Several studies have determined that the survival and productivify of amphibians is
drastically impacted by increasing acidity. Kiesecket {1991), for example, found that 60-100
percent of tiger salamander eggs were dead or unviable in ponds at pH 5.0 or less, 40 percent
were dead or unviable at pH levels between 5 and 6, and 20 percent were dead or unviable
in water with a pH above 6.0, At pH levels below 6.0, 2 slower hatching rate, slower growth to
maturity, and a decreased ability of tiger salamanders to catch and eat tadpoles was observed.
The acidity of water also affected the survival of tiger salamanders. Harte and Hoffinan (1989)
found that less than half as many tiger salamander embryos survived at about pH 5.6 or less
compared to those surviving at about pH 6.1 or greater and that survival of zooplankion, a
common food of the tiger salamander, was also drastically affected by increased acidity. Other
amphibians, including boreal toads, chorus frogs, and northern leopard frogs also expericnee
significant mortality when water pH is between 4.3 to 4.9 (Com and Vertueei 1992).

In a study on the impact of two-stroke emissions on fish, Balk et al, (1994) determined
that hydrocarbons disrupt normal biological functions (e.g. DNA adduct levels, enzyme activity),
including cellular and sub-ccllular processes, and physiological functions (e.g. carbohydrate
metabolism, immune systcm). Serious disruption of fish reproduction zlso seems likely."? (See
also, Tjamlund et al, 1995, 1996), Baker and Chistensen (1991), for example, found that
embryo and fry of rainbow trout have increased mortality at about pH 5.5.

18 Smdies conducted in Yellowstone revealed (hat "many lakes and streams in Yellowstons
are susceptible to acidification by atmospheric deposition” (National Park Service 1983).
Similarly, in the Forest Service's Easiside Ecosystem Management Project, it was determined
that concentrations of air pollutants in the snowpack “are greatest in Wyoming and in a small
area within Montana just west of Yellowstone National Park. Some of the Iargest concentraticns
of sulfate, nitrate, and acidity were measured at sites near Yellowstone.” {U.5. Forest Service
1996).

1 Juttner, et al. {1995) determined that the toxicity of water contaminated by a two-stroke
engine was far higher than contamination caused by four-stroke engine ot 2 catalyst equipped
two-stroke engine. Two-stroke engines also emitied significantly more hydrocarbons and
volatile organic compounds into the water than a four-stroke engine (Juttner, et al. 1995a).
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Additional evidence of such impacts comes {rom toxicologist James Oris and his
colleagues at Miami University who conducted a study on the effects of hydrocarbon pollution
from two-stroke marine engines, the exact same engine used by snowmeobiles, on fish growth.
The study, funded by the National Marine Manufaclurers Association, found fish growth to be
decrcased by as much as 46% as a result of exposure to two-stroke water pollution. Although the
study addressed concern about marine engines, snowmeobiles are capable of creating similar
tevels of water pollution in streams, Jakes and rivers due to frozen or trapped hydrocarbon
pollution in snowpack and PAIT contamination described above.

Snowmobiles discharge of sulfur can acidify park waters, having similar effects on
amphibians and other life as acid rain, Like PAHs, sulfate js posilively cotrelated with
spowmabile traffic intensity, as documented in a study of high elevation snowpacks in
Yellowstone Park and cther Rocky Mountain siics (Ingersoll, 1999). Sulfate is poorly absorbed
by soil (Campbell et al., 1995), and tends to run off direetly with snowmelt into streams and
lakes, Sulfate and other industria! pollutants in snowpacks in scuthern Norway are blamed for
acidification of surface waters, and subsequent elimination of trout populations (Hagen and
Langeland, 1973). The same study docwments severe 1053 of aquatic inveriebrate species
diversity, which is impacted by acidification long before effects are apparent as fish mortality.
Similarly, Sharpe et al.(1987) documented a strong comelation between snowmelt unoff-induced
episodes of stream water acidity, and absence of fish in a Pennsylvania watershed.

Ingersoll {1999) found low levels of pollutants in the actual snowmelt water samples
from Yellowstone Park, and reported that the possibility of “localized, episodic acidiffcation of
aquatic ecosystemns in these high snowmobile-traffic areas may be possible”, due to the fonic
puise effect in which snowpack polluiants are concentrated in the earliest phase of snowmelt
runoff (Campbell et al., 1995; Hagemann and VanMouwerik, 1999; Hagen and Langeland,
1973). The icnic pulse effcet is potentially a threat to amphibians as well as native fish
populations in the parks, since it may coincide with spring spawning and hatching, when the
highly acid-sensitive yolk stage occurs (Hagen and Langeland, 1973). Further research is clearly
needed to “prevent degradation of aquatic habitat from pristine condition™ and to provide the
“continued protection of unaltered habitats” which is known to be necessary for perpetuation of
native aquatic specics such as Yellowstone cutthroat trout (Varley and Gresswell, 1988).

Ingersoll (1999) concluded that *[cJoncentrations of ammonium and suifate at the sites in
snowpacked roadways between West Yellowstone and Ol Faithful were greater than those
observed at any of 50 to 60 other snowpack-sampling sites in the Recky Mountain region and
clearly were linked to snowmobile operation™ {Ingersoll, 1999). This study, however, only
established “important baselines for future evafuations™ (Id.). In their snowmobile emissions
report to Yellowstone Park managers, Flores and Maniero (1999) supgest there may be unknown
synergistic effects on humans from cumulative, simultaneous exposure to varions pollutants, For
example, lead emissions from lead gasoline powered machines used in the parks in past ycars

- may have degraded park water quality and may have had uaknown, cumulative effects on water
quality and aquatic biota. Such synergistic effects on aquatic ecosystems must be investigated.
Decades of snowmobile effects on snowpack and Fark waters necessitate further and immediate
research which attempts to quantify impacts from degradation of water quality,
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This subsiantial body of research assessing the components of snowmobile pollutant
deposition on snowpack and concomitunt water quality cifccts exists, despite the near lack of
research from Yellowstone Nalional Park--which reccives more snowmoabile use thar all other
national parks combined.

Snowmebile-potluted snow and ils elfects on wildlilc, fish, and
olher aquatic organisms have nol been investigated in
Yellowstone, although published accounts elsewhere began at least
24 years ago... This scems to be another topic that should have
been researched here long ago, particulatly sinee we probably
experience a higher intensity of snowmobile use than anywhere
else. (Caslick, J. 1997.Impacts of Winter Recreation on Wildlife in
Yellowstone National Park: A Literature Review and
Recommendations” Planning Office Files, NPS, YNP.)

The majority of Yellowstone’s stowmobile routes are adjacent to waterways. These
waters shelter important fish populations, including Yellowstone cutthroal rout (Varley and
Gresswell, 1988). The waters of the Parks also provide breeding grounds for amphibians, all of
which are extremely sensitive to increased toxicity and water quality degradation. Koch and
Peterson (1995) name acidification and environmental contaminants as likely contributors fo the
worldwide decline of amphibians, paralleled in Yellowstone and Grand Teton. Yet no studies
have been completed to assess the impacts of the toxic pulse resulting from polluted snowpack
melt on amphibians or other biota in the Parks. Nor have any stadies been underiaken in
Yellowstone to assess food chain bioaccumulation effects of snowpack pollution.

4. Legal Requirements

Any degradation of park water quality is inconsistent with applicable law and regulation.
The parks” waters are govemned by state law which affords them high levels of protection. All
waters localed within national paris are designated as “outstanding resource waters” under
Montana law; similar protections exist under Wyoming Jaw, (Momtana Code Annotated §75-5-
103(20%). These “ontstanding resource waters™, ruch iike Class 1 airsheds under the Clean Air
Act, are to be protected from degradation or deterioration of water quality. *.. [Clertain state
waters of such environmental ecological or economic valug that the slate should prohibit, to the
greatest extent practicable, changes to the existing water quality of those waters. Outstanding
resource waters must be afforded the greatest protection feasible under state law™ (1d at §75-5-
3IIS{1H. .

5. Solutions

The DEIS preferred altemative will not mitigate for snowmobile effects on Park water
quality, ecosystem effects, or health effects. The Citizens' Solution would minimize water
quality degradation as snowcoaches opetate on four-stroke technology which does not emit
unburned fuel and cil into surrounding snow. As slated earlier, snowcoach technology should be
improved to include slternative fisels which further minimize emissions. .

26



COMMENTS

Organizations

D. Wildlife Impacts

1. Existing Impacts

Impacts to wildlife from winter recreation have been documented since the onset of
snowmobile use in the 1960s {Yochim, 1998). Following a review of all available data on
wildlife impacts frem winter recreation, Caslick (1997) concluded that “there is now ample
documentation to administratively close these thermally-intluenced winter habilats, prohibiting
winter use by private and commercial snowmachines, skicrs, snowshoers, and hikers.” Caslick
alsg recommended that the Winter Use EIS “include alternatives of ‘no snowmobiling” as well
as.__consideration of alternalive modes of transport for winter visitor enjoyment of park
resources.” (Caslick, J. 1997 Impacts of Winter Recreation on Wildlife in Yellowstone National
Park: A Litcrature Review and Recommendations” Planning Office Files, NPS, YNP).

Impacts to wildlife can be bath direct and indirect. The grooming of roads to facilitate
snowmobile vse can also adversely affect wildlife. Direct impacts include the harassment,
chasing, and killing of wildlife by snowmobilers. Coyotes, wolves, deer, and other wildlife have
been brutaily killed as a result of irresponsible and iliegal snowmobile use.

Indirect impacts are numerous and exert a considerable impact on wildlife, including
birds, Yarge and small marnmals, and impetiled species. For many species, including etk, bisen,
deer, foxes, coyotes, subnivean wildlife (i.e., small rodents who live under the snowpack),
swarns, and eagles, snowmabile vse can result in significant disturbance resuiting in changes in
movement and distribution patterns, habitat use, population dynamics, and energetics. In winter,
the energy balance of an animal is critical to its survival. Thus, any periurbation to the animals,
including disturbance by snowmobiles, can drastically impact an animal’s cnergy reserve
possibly leading to the animal’s death. Collectively these impacts can adversely affect the
productivity, viability, and survival of both individual animals and animal populations.

Winter is a critical perod for wildlife, Winter climate, including snowfall, depending on its
severity and duration, can have a substantial regulatory influence on many wildlife species,
particularly ungulates. This i5 one of several natural regulatory onirels on the growth of
wildlife populations and on the activity and habitat use patterns of individual animals.

Snowmobiling and the grooming of snowmobile roads substantially affects wildlife
energetics. For some species which typically demonstrate a flight response to snowmobiles, this
increased use of energy is in addition fo natural energy limitations during winter. Conversely,
animnals that utilize snowmobile roads may save energy. This impact, however, is entirely
artificial and can disrupt population dynamics, movement and distribution patierns, habitat use,
and, particularly in the case of Yellowstone bison, animal survival,

In particular, energy use by animals is of crucial importance in the winter. As winter
progresses, many animals experience a negative energy balance, with more energy being used to
survive than s being consumed in the form of forage. Natural (Le,, predators, snow) or, srtificial
{Le., snowmobiles, hunting) perturbaticns to an animal’s environment or behavior which affect,
cither negatively or positively, an animal's energy balance or stress level can have a substantial
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effect on survival and productivity, and can iinpair immune function {Dorrance ct al. 1973, Greer
1979, Moen 1978, [ndson 1973, Harlow et al 1987).

Snow cover affects an animal's energy balance in scveral ways. First, snow cover may
act as a hindrance to wildlife movement, effectively restricting the amount of habitat available to
wildlife in the winter (Formozov 1946, Sweency and Sweeney 1984). The ‘ability of wildlife to
use areas covered with snow depends on variables such as leg length, chest height, foot load,
momentum or velocity, body weight, snow density, snow depth, snow hardness, and type of
mevemen (i.¢., trotting, walking, ronning) (Parker ct al. 1984, Mattfeld 1973, Telfer and Kelsall
1984). Second, snow cover reduces the availability of forage critical for survival during the
winter. {Formozoy 1946, Parker ct al. 1984). With an increase in energy expenditures caused by
moving through snow combined with a decrease in the amount of available forage (Severmghaus
1947, Leopold et al. 1951), a negative energy balance is created, in which more energy is
expended than is consumed. As reported by Parker of al,, (1984):

Snow cover is a major factor influencing the survival of wintering ungulates because it
affecls their ability to escape predation, the liming and magpitude of migralory
movements, and habilat selection (Edwards 1956, Pruitt 1959, Gilbert <1 al. 1970, Telfer
1970,78, Coady 1574, Prescott 1974, Lecge and Hickey 1977, Harestad 1979). Snow
impedes movement, increases energy expenditure, and reduces forage availability. While
three basic properties of snow -- depth, density, and hardness -- influence winteting
ungulate populations {Coady 1974), snow depth has been considered the most important
atteibute effecting ungulate movement and mobility (Wallmo and Gill 1971, Hugie 1973,
Telfer 1578).

In elk, for example, the energetic implication of travel for a 100 kg elk calf through 58
ot of snow is approximaiely five times the cost of locomotion without snow (Parker et al.,
1984). This increase in energy expenditure ag snow depth increases (Mattfeld 1973) may be “the
result of a reduction in the ballistic movements of the legs, an increase in the height to which the
feet must be lifted (Heinonen et al. 1959), or an increase in the swinging motion of the body
(Ramaswamy et al. 1966)." Id. Parker et al. (1584) also determined that energy cxpcnd1rures in
elk increased with increasing snow density.

While cnergy use would be expected 10 be greater during severe versus mild winters,
Hobhs (1989), in his model exarnining energy use in mule deer, determined that total energy
expenditure during 2 mild winter execeded predicted cxpenditure during a severe winter, despite
increases in costs of ﬂacrmoregulatmn and activity in response to severe weather, As explained
by Hobbs, “This seeming paradox occurred because energy intake was gréater during a mild
winter, and, hence, weight loss was substantially less. Thus, because decr were heavier and
because energy expenditure is strongly influenced by body mass, total energy costs were greater
during mild winlers than severe ones.” If this medel is accurate, then larger animals, like bison,
elk, and other ungulates, would not necessarily benefit energetically from mild winters because
of increased energy needs associated with increased body size. Though the total energetic
expenditure may be less during severe winters, Hobbs found that energy intake was substantially
less and the impacts of disturbance substantially greater during severe winters.  Consequently,
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the impact of snowmobike usc on wildlile is likely to be greater during severc winters, but the
impacts are not mitigated simply due to mild winter weather conditions.

While winter climate, particularly snow, has an enormous impact on animal energy
exponditures and stress, that impact is exacerbated by snowmobiling, and trait grooming, due to
the disturbance they cause to many species of wildlife. Indeed, researchers have suggesied that
additional human caused stress on wildlile in the winter is undesirable {(Domrance et al., 1973;
Greer 1979, Moen 1976}, since it may increase energy use and stress resulting in increased
mortality, decreased produectivity, and changes (o behavioral adaptations (Moen 1976, Freddy
1977). The effects of recreation-induced stress, including lower reproductive output ((eist
1978), however, may not be cvident immediately, but rather may appear days, weeks, months, or
years after disturbances (Guizwiller 1991). Moreover, recreation-induced stress may exacerbate
the effects of disease and competition, and lead to higher mortality well after disturbances occur.

Id

In many instances; snowmobiles induce animal flight, causing increased encrgy
expenditures. In Yellowsione, for cxamp]e evasive maneuvers in response to snowmobiles have
been documented in & number of species, including elk and mule deer. These maneuvers resuli
in increased energy expenditures for the affected wildlife.”® For example, Aune (1981) reported
Right distances of 33.8 meters for elk and 28,6 meters for mule deer in response to snowmobiles
in Yellowstone. The energy cost estimates calculated for these impacts were 4.9 to 36.0 keal in
elk and 2.0 to 14.7 kcal in mule deer per disturbance (Parker et al., 1984). These energy
expenditures are roughly equivalent to the necessary additional consumption of 4.3 - 31.7 grams
of dry forage matter by elk and 1.8 - 12.9 grams by mule deer cach time a disturbance ocours.
Id. Severinghaus and Tullar (1978} provide an even more graphic example of the potential
implications of energy use on wildlife, and specifically white-tailed deer: they theorize that for
whitc-tailed deer, during a 20- week winter with snuwmoblle ha.rass:mem each Weekcnd “food

(emphas1s added).

Similatdy, Freddy et al. (1986) documented that nule deer moved 158 meters when
fleeing from a single encounter with a snowmeobile resulting in energy costs per encounter of 10-
22 keal or £.4-0.8 percent of the daily metabolizable energy. If disturbed by snowmobiles while
grazing, the cost per encounter wis 0.6-1 percent of their daily metabolizable energy. If
disturbed while lying down, the energy expenditure per encounter increased from 2 to 10-25 keal
due to the flight response exhibited by the deer.
Indeed, wildlife disturbance caused by snowmobiles and other forms of recreafion, in addmon to
causing behavioral changes and increased energy use, disrupts normal home ranges and activity
patterns (Kopischke 1972, Dorrance et al. 1975), and displaces animals into poorer quality
habitat, Such displacement could be equally or more detrimental than increased encrgetic costs
cansed by movements (Hobbs 1989), and may result in reduced productivity.

n Indsed, of all recreational activities studicd by Aune (1981), the most significant
expenditures of energy created by recreationists occurred “during interaction
spowmebile trail and when photographers moved up for a closer shot.”
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Direct impacts, including chasing and harassing wildlife, resulting in animal exhaustion
and mortality are also caused by the imesponsible and illegal operation of snowmobiles.
(Baldwin 1970, Malaher Undated, Wettersten 1971, 1Teath 1974). The purposeful pursuit of a
wild animal with a snowmobile, which hag occurred and continucs to occur, may result in death
or, at least, will negatively alfect the critical energy balance of the animal which, in wm, s likely
10 lead to death, reproductive failure, or other adverse impacts. Although snowmobiles in
National Park unils are, in most cases, legally restricted to the designated snowmobile route,
illegal trespass into non-designated arcas ocours, Tesulting in greater impacts, including direct
harassment of amimnals and vegetation impacts.

2. Regnlatory Requirements to Protect Wildlife

NP$ regulations prohibit “disturbing” living wildlife from its “natural statc™. (36 C.F.R,
§2.1(2)(1)(i). Regulations governing snowmobile use in national parks specifically prohibit
such use “except where designated and only when their use is consistent with the park’s natural,
cullural, scenic and acsthetic values, safety considerations, park management objectives, and will
not distueb wildlife or damage park resources.” (36 C.F.R. §2.18 (c)) When such damage is
kmown to occur, the Superintendent is authorized to “repulate, restrict, or close a pertion or all of
a Park area to all public use if such action is necessary to protect the envirorment or scenic
values of the Park, [and to] protect natural resources.., “ 36 C.E.R. §1.5 9a) (1). The evidence of
adverse cffects of winter recreation on wildlife, air resources, natural quiet, and water quality
demonstrates that the parks have not heeded regulatory guidance to prevent da.mage to park
resources by prohibiting deleterious activities like snowmobiling.

Clearly, current snowmobile use of the park is in direct conflict with the Organic Act,
regulations, and NPS policy guidelines requiring protection of wildlife. The preferred alternative
and any alternative which allows continued snowmobile use will perpetuate adverse impacts to
wildlife, contrary to Park regulatory and statnlory obligation.

3. Solutions )

The Citizens’ Solution: would climinate all snowmobiling and curtail off-trail backcountry use by
non-motorized users. Doing so reduces many of the direct and indirect harms to wildlife
resulting from winter recreation. Road-grooming would continue under The Citizens’ Proposal,
although perhaps less frequently and in a different manner. There remain significant questions
aboul ihe effects of toad-grooming on park wildlife, particularly bison, which are discussed
below,

E. Bison and Road-Groeming

Unlike Yellowstone's elk and mule decr, the stolid temperament of bison permits their
use of groomed roads even in the presence of large numbers of snowmobiles. Moreover, even
bison who are initially skitiish around snowmobiles quickly become accustomed to the machines
(Meagher 1993, Aune 1981), thereby reducing energy loss associated with avaiding
snowmohiles?’ For these animals, acclimating to snowmobiles is not beneficial since: it

H As snowmobile traffic increased, however, both Aunc {1981) and Meagher (1993}
reported increased bison use of the proomed roads at night to avoid harassment. Aune (1981}
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facilitates use of the greomed wail system which, in turn, stimulales bison emigration from the
park where most are killed due io unsubstantiated management decisions made by the Montana
Department of Livestock.

While some animals may become accustomed to snowmobiles (Meagher 1993; Aune
1981), this does not mean that snowmobile impacts to the specics are benign. The decrease in
animal response to a particulur slimulus over time may be in 1esponse to a progressive
weakening of an animal's physical condition throughout the winter (Richens and Lavigne 1978,
Severinghaus 1947) andfor Lo preserve critical winter cnergy stores. Thus, althongh an animal's
physical response to a particular stmulus may decrease in intensity wiik time, internal or
physiological responses (e.g. stress levels, heart rate) may consistently rise as a result of such
stimuli (Moen et al,, 1982, MacArthur ¢t al. 1979, Moen ¢f al. 1978a, Cherkovbick and Tatoyan
1973, Thompson et al, 1968). Such an increase may impair the survival and productivity of an
animal.

Thus, even if animals demonstrate no physical response to the presence of snowmobiles,
they still may be experiencing adverse efTects due to increased stress caused by the machines. In
those Parks where snowmobile roads are not groomed, the energetic consequences of a physical
or physiological response to snowmobiles is additive to the cnergetic costs of surviving the
winter. In those Parks with a groomed trail system, 2 the negalive cnergy costs associated with
a physical or physiological response to snowmobiles are likely more than offset through the
energy savings associated with the vse of groomed roads in those species who utilize the trait
system. Therefore, while a groomed road system is inconsistent with promoting the natural
regulation of wildlife populations -- a Park Service mandate -- thosc species that use groomed
roads may benefit in some ways from that use, while those that do not use the roads are at a
disadvantage from snowmobiles. This, in turn may result in adverse effects to species population
dynamics, movements, distribution, and habitat use in other ways.

In Ycl]owstor-c for example, bison use of the ¢nergy-efficient groomed roads has
reduced the proportion of the bison pepulation succumbing to nataral mortality,” increased

also noted this same temporal shift in other Yellowstone wildlife. Such reactions are not

ncccssanly evidence of hab]tuauon but rathcr demonstrate ﬂaatsnﬂmgmlmgﬂemmnm
ultin el ne wildlife caysin;

unnaiura) behayioral ndaptahuns Fora complctc discussion of the impacts of snowmeobiling and
trail groommg on bison i in Ycl]owstune See, Schuberl ( 1997] “AM&.@_EIT&QE_QLTL&H

atj nal Pa " which is herehy moorporamd by

2 A groomed trail is prepared by trail grooming equipment. However, multiple and

repested snowmobile use of a rail not intentionally groomed to facilitate snowmobile use may
canse the same impacts.

B The proportional decrease in winter kill is reflected in population and winter kill
estimates after the winters of 1981-82, 1988-89, and 1951-92. During the winter of 198182,
which was relatively mild in regards (o both-temperature and stow accumulations, 66 and 237
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survival and productivity, and provided bison with access to additional or allemative wintering
habitat both in and outside of the Park. As a consequence, Yellowstone's bigon population may
be nearly double the sizc,that would naturally ¢xist if groomed roads were nol present. (Meagher
et al, 1997). Consequently, the artificiality of the system is resulting in significant and severe
impacts to the bison population aud Yellowstones ecology, including the slaughter and shooting
of bison outside of Yellowstone’s borders, the funclional vse (i.e., the ability of bison to use the
range given their feeding ecology and gregarious behavior) of bison winter and summer range,
and adverse impacts to critical winter survival habitats within the geothermal areas in the Park.
{Meagher 1993, Meagher ct al. 1997, Caslick 1997),

If such a groomed trail system were not available to bison, then winter movements would
entail energy costs which are not currently being expended. In Yellowstone elk, for example,
Delgiudice et al. (1591) determined through metabolite profiles in snow-urine samples, that elk
on Yellowstone's northern range and in the Madison-Firchole area exhibited severe energy
deprivation and accelerated degradation of lean body tissue in areas with increased elk density
andfor deep snow cover. 3 If bison were subject to such energetic costs, then, depending on
winter severity, this itpact would be reflected in a proportional increase in natural winter kill
and a decrease in survival and productivity resuliing in a smaller population size. For
Yellowstone bison a smaller population size would likely reduce the number and rate of animals
moving outside of Yellowstone where they are shot. Indeed, as Meagher (1593) reported, "when
winter conditions allowed these and larger aggregations withowt bisen groups either breaking up
or making major2 5mcwemnts Lo new ranges, the bison appeared to have lifle environmental

winter kill bison carcasses were located in the Pelican and Mary Mountain winter areas,
respectively. Under similar winter conditions during the winter of 1988-89, 58 and 232 winter
killed bison were found in the two wintering areas. Though the winter kill numbers remained
essentiaily the same, the bison population size increased from 2,000 1o 3,000 during that time,
During the winter of 1991-92, a winter with a very severe beginning, 33 winter killed bison were
found on the Mary Moumain winter areas with other obscrvations indicating minimwn winter
tiortality in other areas. Yei, between 1988-80 and 1993-92, though over 800 bison were
slaughtered outside of the Park, the population increased from 3,000 to 3,400. As concluded by
Meagher (1993), "The increase of numbers but decrease in mortality under siress conditions
indicated the usefulness of bison movement {on groomed roads) in alleviating effective severity
of winter conditions.”

u While some elk utilize the proomed snowmobile roads in Yeilowstone (Aune 1981), they

do not utilize the roads as frequently as bison. Consequently, elk do not experience the same
level of enerpy savings as accrued by bison,

n Although snowmohile roads may in some instances provide short-term benefits to

individual animals by permilting them to access new foraging areas and otherwise decrease the
encrgetic costs of winter travel, even such a benefit is a serious disreption of those animal's
nataral behaviors and role in the ecosystermn. In the case of Yellowstone's bison, for example,
even such short-term benefits have resulted in disaster, by increasing the number of bison
beyond the level that would exist absent this intrusion into the Park's natural state contributing to
the emigration and slaughter of bison beyond Ycllowstone borders.
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In addition to the energetic impacts of snowmobiling and izail grooming on individual
animals and populations, snowimnobile use and groomed roads in the Parks also adversely affect
the movements, distribution, habitat use, and population dynamics of wildlife,

In Yetowstone, Aunc (1981) has reported that heavy snowmobile traffic inbibits free
movement of animals across roads to preferred grazing areas and temporarily displaces wildlife
from arcas immediately adjacent to the roads. Cole (1977) has also noled the displacement of
elk along the roads during periods of fairly continuous travel by snowmobiles in the Madison
and Firehole River Valleys of Yellowsione,

In 1997, GYC submitted cornmenis on Yellowstone National Park’s Temporary Clesure
of a Winter Road BA. We believe our comments are stifl relevant today, and want to lake this
opportunity 1o reilerate certain points. Al that time we stated that we felt that the NI’S must
gather better information about the impact of winter road grooming on bison and other wildlife.
There were, and still are, very serious concerns sbout the effects of such grooming on bison
disteibution and populations, and the subsequent treatment of bison that wander owtside the park.
This relationship can only be documented by stopping the grooming of certain roads within the
park. So far, the park has been unwilling to take that step. As the bison of Yellowslone
apparently represent ane of the only populations that have not been contaminated with bovid
genes, their existence in Yellowstone provides the opportunity for understanding wild bison
population dynamics en 2 scale unmatched elsewhere in this country. For this reason alone, the
need to determine the impacts of road-grooming on bison cannot be overstated.

in 1997, GYC supported the closing of the Hayden Valley road segment for at least three
years. We felt that winter variability demanded that three years, at a minimum, should be
planned for closure. We also supported and contitue to support the closure of cerlain other Hast
Side roads that might have the greatest effect on bison movements in order to asscss road-
grooming impacts.

The draft report completed by Mary Meagher (1993) (discussed above), which was
referenced by one sentence in the 1997 EA, and subséquent publications by her, provide very
important information on the influence of winter recreation on bison pepulations and
distributions. The use of the groomed roads has Jead 1o energy savings by bisan, increased bison
populations, expanded range-use areas, and altered disteibutions. As they continue to populate
lands on the west side of the park, where they also leave the park, they are slaughtered by the
state of Montana. Bison are not responding to natural conditions, but to a landscape manipulated
by humans for recreational purposes. The NPS, unfortinately, has not provided any
docurmentation about winter road grooming impacts on bison or other wildlife. Read clesures are
the only option for fully assessing influences and impacts of recent changes in bison population
dynamics caused by road grooming,

Dr. Mary Meagher believes that only the alternative of allowing only the read segment
from the south entrance to Old Faithfu! to be used by oversnow vehicles will result in a bison
population that functions according to fluctuations in natural ecological conditiens. We are very
concerrted about the potential for losing (his population, and we are looking forward o her
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upcommg pubhcalmnb on th1s issue. At the same time, we qlrungl){ urgg the NPS {0 algo ipake it
gvaluating road-grooming impacts. Once asqe‘;qment of the siluation is cnmpleted the NPS must

halt grooming of park roads il it is shown te be detrimental. The Citizens” Solution is then an
interim plan, amendable pending thorough examination and mitigation of the above discussed
wildlife issues,

V. User Conflict

In addition to impacts to wildlife, and olher Park resources, snowmobile use Yellowstone
and Grand Teton is 2lso having a considerable impact on other Park users. Unfortunately, few
efforts have been undertaken (o ascertain or quantify the impact of snowmaobile use on other Park
vsers, inciuding non-molorized users.

Int the Greater Yellowstone Coordinating Committee draft report on winter visitor use in
the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, conflict areas between mototized and nen-mototized users
boih within and outside of the Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks are identified
(GYCC 1997). This information, in concert with visitor use survey data provided by Littlejohn
{1996, 1996a), dermonstrates that conflicts between motorized and non-metorized users occur
and are crtical in influencing public use and enjoyment of our National Farks. For example, in
her 1995 winter surveys of Yellowstone and Grand Teton visitors, Litilsjohn documented that
the noise, pollution, and number of snowmobiles was frequently reported by survey respondents
as what they Jiked {east about their experience in Yellowstone and Grand Teton, Similarly, a
recent survey in Grand Teton conducted for the Teton County Comnission found that 96 percent
of survey respondents thought snowmobiles had a negative impact.on Grand Teton because of
noise, pollution, disturbance to wildlife and habitat, and dus to conflicts with skiers. (“Group
Discusses Parks’ Winter Use,” Casper Star Tribune, October 28, 1998).

Opposition to snowmobiles by other Park users was critical in the decisions made by the
National Park Service to close Glacier and Lassen Voleanic National Parks to snowmobile use.
In Lassen Volcanic National Park, for example, “most skiers who were interviewed indicated
that they would rather not have snowmebiles on the same routes, while virtually ali
snowmobilers indicated that they felt there was no conflict.” (September 13, 1985 memorandum
from Western Regional Director to National Park Service Director). In Glacier, a briefing
statement prepared by the Park Service on snowmobile nse indicated thal “over 90% of the
comments opposed to snowmobile usc related that concern 10 silence, tranquillity, or in other
words, aesthetics. Because aesthetics are ant emotion, a feeling, it is impossible to quantify.
However, it is a very valid concern, and the National Parks represent, above all other values, an
emotion, a feeling, which Americans can obtain only in a handful of other natural scenic places.”

Park Service regulations/policies specify that recreational use of parks will be managed
“s0 as to pmt@.tnadsmmu_cﬁ prowde ﬁ:ar pub]lc enjoyment, promote public safety, and
i ith other visitor activi ark users.” (USDI 1988 at B:2. Recreational
activitics which cause “unacceptable impacts on visitor enjoymcnt due 1o intorference or conflics
with other visitor use activities™ are prohibited in National Parks. Id. al 8:3. Specifically,
National Patk snowmobile policy dictates that snowmobile use may beé permitted in National
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Parks only on designaied routes and waier surfaces “in locations where there will be no
significant adverse impacts on the park™s natural, cultural, or seenic resources and values and in
consideration of other visitor uses.” 1d. at 8:5. Snowmaobile use is inherently inconsistent with
this regulation and policy.

The use of snowmobilcs by some park visitors vauses adverse effects to other users by
virlue of air poflution, noisc, crowding and commation creatcd by snowmobiles. The parks have
received numerous complaints on this matter through the years, In order to address this important
issuc of quality of visitor experience, John Sacklin, Yellowstone Fark Chief Planner, specified
three alternatives representing “a good range of solutions 1o the winter visitor ust management
issues in Yellowstone National Park.” The first was to *[1]imit motorized winter oversnow
access to snowcoaches only. Restricl private snowcoaches™. He expained the rationale behind
such an alternative: “ We would return to the fundamental reasons why people come to
Yellowstene in winter: to ¢nfoy and cxperience the spectacular scenery, wildlife, thermal
features, and solitude. The means of accessing these features would no longer overwhelm the
experience...Nearly all conflicts between users would be eliminated.” He went on to state that
merely Hmiting numbers of visitors and requiring them to be in tours would result in “most” user
conflicts to remain.{John A. Sacklin to Supetintendent, Sept. 19, 1995, In Planning Office Files,
File: “Yellowstone Altematives”, NPS, YNP,WY).

The preferred alternative would not resolve all visitor conflict, as some visitors would
still be permitted to use snowmobiles—a form of access which is inherently distuptive to other
visitors due to kigh levels of noise and noxious air pollution. Testimony at the public hearings
aftested to the fact that many winter visitors refuse to return to the parks becanse of the impacts
of snowmabile use. Visitors with respiratory or other healih problems would be advised not to
visit the parks under current or proposed conditions. Those desiring to experience the natural
sounds of the parks in winter find little respite from snowmobile noise.

In order to rectify these visilor conflicts, the Park Service must implement an alternative
tHat ensures that access to the park does not detract from other visitors’ experiences. The only
proposed altetnative that accomplishes this and which would result in preatest protection of
resources is Allernative G, the mass transit, snowcoach-only proposal echoed by the Citizens’
Solution and aptly described by John Sacklin as the best approach to minimize user conflicts.

VL. The Legal and Policy Framework for the Preeminent Park Responsibility: Protection
of Resources

Yellowstone National Patk must comply with the Organic Act, Yellowstone Act, NPS
Management Policy and Executive Orders 11644 and 11989, Current park policy of allowing
snowmaobile use runs counter to cxisting laws and regulation. The purpose of the National Park
System is clear: to protect patk resources.

A, The Organic Act

Upon Yellowstone's creation in 1872, Congress declared it to be “a public park or pleasuring
ground for the benefit and enjoymeni of the people.” (16 U.8.C. §21) Such public benefits were
not without limits, as Congress divecied the Secretary 1o make regulations providing for “the
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preservation, from injury or spoliation of all timber, mineral deposits, natural curipsities, or
wonders, within the parks, and their retention in their natural condition.” Id at §22.

The Mationa! Park Service Organic Act, passed in 1916, (16 U.5.C. §1 et seq) sets fori
the purpose of the NPS as “'ta conserve the scenery and the natural and historic ebjects and the
wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means
as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.™ The intent of Congress
was to preserve the scenery, natural objects and wildlife of the National Parks. (The legistative
history of the Organic Act provides additional support for the preservation mandate. Ina House
Report on the Act, for example, the uvemdmg purpose of the biil was stated as to preserve
“nature as it exists.”™ (H. Rep. Ne. 700, 64" Congress, 1% Sess. 3 (1916)).

In subsequent amendments ta the Organic Acl, Congress reemphasized the national
significance and importance of National Parks and clarificd the management guidance for NPS
units. Specifically, in 1970, Congress declared that NPS units shall be administered as called for
in a Parks’ enabling legislation or ather applicable authorities, including, but not timited to the
Organic Act. Furthermore, int the 1978 Redwoods amendments, Congress stated that “the
anthorization of activities (in National Parks}... shall not be exercised in derogation of the valucs
and purposes for which these various arcas have been established cxcept as may have been or
shall be directly and specifically provided by Congress. (16 U.S. C. §1a-1}. Parks, in other words
are not to be treated like national playgrounds, but, rather, Congress intended preservation of
Park resources to be parariount, with public use regulated in a manner which retains the natural,
undisturbed, character of the Park.

Court decisions have reinforced the Park Service’s affirmative duty under the Organic
Act to protect park resources above visitor enjoyment. There can be no legitimate dispute that the
Park Service has a statutory mandate to adopt rules which "best achieve the Qrganic Act’s
mandate,” including rules Lo prohibit snowmobiling if ibat activity is adversely affecting park
resources. National Wild)j v, Natignal P , 669 F. Supp. 384, 391 (I». Wyo,
1987) {citing cases). In fact, a long line of case law has made it clear that the Park Scrvice must
regulate public use of the parks in order te promote preservation objectives. See, e.g8.,
United Conservation Clubs ¥. Lujan, 949 F.2d 202 (6th Cir. 1991); Mausol{ v, Babbitt, 125 F. 3d
661 (8th Cir. 1997); el, 775 F.2d 1544 (11th Cir, 1985);

Organized Fisherman of Florida v. Hodel,
Iﬂamﬂﬁl&ﬁmi.&ﬂ_._&m 628 F. Supp. 903 (D.D.C. 1986).

As Congrass has explained, *[t]he Secretary has an absolute duty, which is not to be
compromised, to fulfill the mandate of the [Organic] Act to take whatever aclions and seek
whatever relief as will safeguard the units of the National Park System.” Senate Rep. No. 528,

. B5th Cong. 1st Sess. 21 {1977) (emphasis added). Thus, for cxample, in Potter, the Park Service

coneluded that its long-standing authorization of hunting was inconsistent with the Service's

preservaiion mandate, and prohibited hunting in the parks uniess Congress required it. 628 F.

Supp at 906. The National Rifle Association (NRA) challenged this regulatory shifi, arguing that

each park should be permiltcd 10 determine whether to permit hunting. 1d, at 907, The Park

Service in turn argued that its philosophy "h a5 Always l;! g cxclusively protectionigt,” and that
anie Ac iinted " iet {0 P

that mission. Id, {emphasis added). The court agrccd, ﬁnding that the Park Service's emphasis
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oI preservalion was ertirely appropriate and consistent with Congressional intent. Id. at 912; see
also Michigan United Conservation Clubg, 249 F.2d at 207 ("Nabwithstanding that (he goals Of
user cnjoymenl and natural preservation may sometimes conflict, the Park Service may rationally
conclude, in light of the Organic Act and its amendments, that its primary management function .

. . is preservation unless Congress has declared otherwise.”)

Similarly, given the documented adverse impacts of snowmobiles, a prohibition on such
use in the National Parks would be entirely consistent with the Park Service's prescrvation
mandate. Just as the Park Service prohibited hunting in order to comply with Congress's intent
that these areas be protected, so must the Park Service prohibit snowmobiling in order to
preserve the Parks and continue to fulfill its responsibilitics under the Organic Act.

Indeed, Voyageurs National Park has already taken the first step, and thereby
demonstrated the appropriateness and legality of such restrictions. See Mausolf v, Babbiil, 125
P.3d 661, 667 (8th Cir. 1957). In Mausolf, snowmobiling interests sued the Park Service for
limiting the areas in the park available to snowmobiles. Althouph, unlike most other parks,
Voyageurs has specific authorizing legislation concerning snowmobiles, sge 16 U.S.C. § 160k,
the Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit upheld the limitations, explaining that the agency
*enjoys broad discretion in carrying out the mandates of its governing statutes.” Id, In addition,
the Court explamcd that the Park Service's acnuns suppun‘. speclﬁc rcgulatury ubjectwes such a
ronmental or scenic valnes' [and ection o :
Id. at 665 (emphams addod) A nationwide pl'Oh]bEth]‘] on all sncwmoblhng and tra11 groommg
in the parks would also be fully justified under the Park Service's governing statutes and

" regulations. See also Northwest Motorcycle Ass'n v, Department of Agricuiture, 18 F.3d 1468
(9th Cir. 1994) {upholding Forest Service's limitation on certain off-road-vehicle use}.

Moreover, given the adverse impacts of snowmobiling, only by prohibiting these
activities can the Park Service adhere to its guiding statutes and regulations. Indeed, the apency
has recognized that "the management and administration of park areas must be in accordance
with both the general laws relating to the National Park System and the more specific laws
relating to the authorization and administration of a particular park unit." 48 Fed. Reg. 30252
{Yune 30, 1983).

As prcvtously stated, Park Serwcc policy (USD 1988} also supports a ban on
snowmabile use in National Parks.®® This policy prohibits activities which “would involve or
result in inconsistency with the park’s enabling legistation...derogation of the values or purposes
for which the park was cstablished ... (or) mmﬂummlwr_krzﬂwm
processes ...” (emphasis added). An impact is deemed “unacceptable™ if it will impair “physical
resources, such as wildlife and geologic features, and intangible values, such as scenic vistas and
solitude.” Id, at 1:3. Moreover, Park Service regulations prohibit snowmebiling if such use will
“disturb wildlife or damage park resources.” 36 C.F.R. §2.18(c). As documented eariier,

B park policy “originates in law™ and is “bascd on the Constitution, public laws,

proclamations, executive orders, rules and regulations, and directives...” (USDI 1988).
Adherence to Park Serviee policies is “mandated” unless “waived or modified by an appropriate
authority.” Id. -
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snowmobile use in National Parks elearly meets and, indeed, execeds these crilera, thus
mandating that the Park Service cither “mitigate the impacts™ or “eliminate the activity.” d. at
LHE

Prohibiting snowmnobiling would alsoe be entirely consistent with the appreach federal
agencies have taken in recent years to handle similar problems in the National Parks. For
example, the Departments of Interior and Transportation recently announced plans to curtail the
degradation caused by too many cars in certain National Parks, such as by announcing that, in
order to “preserve and protect” the Grand Canyon "for future genemlions," the federal
government will "greatly restrict automobile use,” as well as diesel buses, diesel and steam
locomotives and outboard engines on river rafis. 61 Fed. Reg. 69,308 (Dec. 31, 1996},
Similarly, the government has recently taken action to curtail the air tratfic over Grand Canyon,
recognizing that permitting these flights conllicts with the Park Service's duty to "preserve the
natural environment." See 62 Fed, Reg. 1795, 1796 (Jan. 13, 1997). All the reasons that support
these regulatory initiatives -~ air and water pollution, noise abatement, wildlife protection,
conflicts with other users, public safety — fully apply to snowmobile use and trail grooming,

Finally, in addition to the repeated indications from Congress, the Courts, and from the

Park Service itself that, in managing the National Parks, the preservation mandate should be the
agency's highest priority, the American people (hemselves have recently made it clear that, in
their view, the preservation of our National Parks must continue to be the paramount
management objective of the Park Service. In a recent survey by the National Parks and
Conservation Association, Americans rated the preservation of the National Parks’ air and water
quality, wildlife babitat, and natural ecosystems as § important than utitization of
the parks far recreation a.nd tou.nsm Darla 8. DeRmter and Glenn E. Haag, National Publig

; ThL1bsI%: at 12 {Attachment 3) ;
ﬂcc_a]mUSA Today, Fcbruary 19, 1998 (“For Parks Sake, Enact Ban™) (Attackment 4).

Mareover, almost 70% believed the parks should be managed for future generations rather than

present use. Id. at 13, Tn sum, then, prohibiting snowmobiles would be consistent with the long-
standing mission of the Park Service, recent initiatives of this Administration, and the will of the
American people.

B. SUWA v, Dabney: Mode of Access vs. Recreational Vehicle Use

The framework for the entire debate about winter use in the parks deserves clarification, The
purpose of winter access to the parks is lo provide visitors the opportunity to see and experience
the sights and sounds of the parks. The mode of access utilized to transport visitors into the
parks must be that modc Icast damaging to park resources and that which least degrades the
experiences of other visitors. Mode of access must never be confused with a form of recreation.
Once in the park, many forms of recreation are permilted, while many have been limited and stilt
others disallowed in order to protect park resources. Snowmobiling as a form of recreation is
obvigusly inappropriate for use in the parks for all of the reasons stated herein and references
cited. Snowmobiles as a mode of visitor access to the park are similarly inappropriate and
furthermore, no longer necessary as less damaging, mass lransit oversnow vehicles are available
and in nse.

Yellowstone™s first snowmobile ‘policy’, drafied in the early 19705, stated that:
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“Snowmobiling, per se, has no place in any natural arez ol the National Park Systemn”.
Superintendent Anderson and his staff wens on io say that snowmobiling on road surfaces are
appropriale, as automnebiles are in summer. Finally, the policy stated that the purposc of
allowing snowmabiles “to enter Yetlowstone is to provide an opportunity for winler visitors 1o
see, and cnjoy, the many wonderful naturai featvres and wildlife that are present in the Park.”
(Yochim, 1998, citing Harold J. Estey to Robert B. Ranck, Dec. 20, 1974, In Box W-129, File
W42: “Special Regulations, 1973-5", YNF Archives, WY}

The Distrdct Court of Utah recently clarified that the Park Service is not in the business to
provide recreational opportunitics: protection of the resource comes first and all visitor access
must be in harmony with prescrvation. (Southern Wilderness Alli v, Dabney (1998 WL
703956 (D, Utah)). At issue was the *right’ of four-wheel drive enthusiasts to recreate in
sensitive tiparian areas in Canyonlands National Park. The Court based its decision to deny
continued access on the Organic Act,

The relevant provision of the Organic Act provides that the Park Service is to “regulate
the use of " national parks by means that conform to their “fundamental purpose”, namely: “to
conserve the scenery and natural historic objects and the wildlife therein and to provide for the
enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means a5 will leave them unimpaired for the
enjoyment of future generations”. {Organic Act {16 U.S.C. §la-1}.

A provision added in 1978 prohibits the authorization of activities that derogate park
values: The autharization of aciivities shall be construed and the protection, management, and
administration of these areas shall be conducted in light of the high public value and integrity of
the National Park System and shall not be exercised in derogation of the values and purpases for
which theses various areas have been established, except as may have been or shall be directly
and specifically provided by Congress. {Organic Act (16 U.5.C. §la-1)as amended by the 1978
‘Redwoods Amendments")).

1n Sputhern Utah Wildemess Alliance v, Dabney the Park Service argued “that they

authorize a balancing between competing mandates of resource conservation and visitor
enjoyment.” The Court rerninded the agency that *...the Park Service’s mandate is to permit
forms of enjoyment and access (hat are consistent with preservation and inconsistent with
significant, permanent impairment.” In a curt assessment of the motorized users’ powerful lobby,
the Court said “the Park Service noted “the proposal to close any road has touched a nerve in the
four-wheel-drive communily.” The Court, however, was not sympathetic to the Park Service’s
atternpts to mollify ORV user groups at the expense of law and regulation.

The Court went on to clarify the oft-cited Organic Act notion of “visitor enjoyment”; user
groups attempt 1o broaden the concept of “visitor enjoyment” to denote a right to recreate in or
access the parks in any way secn fit. The Court disagreed. “[Vlisitor enjoymment” as used in the
statute refers fo visitor enjoyment of park scenery, wildlife, and natural and historic objects that
are to be preserved, As used in this sense, visitor enjoyment does not refer to visitor enjoyment
of outdoor recreational activities. Opportunities for outdoort recreation are provided on lands
managed by the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service....[Gliven... the availability
of less-invasive forms of access, permanent impairment. ..in order to permit the continued use [of
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four wheel drive vehicles in Salt Creek Canyon] cannot be reconciled with the Organic Act's
overarching goal of resource protection.”

The coutt went on to state thai “Although this Court is nol free to ignore the legislative
mendates it is charged with applying, this Court has much sympathy for the elderly, disabled and
others whose physical condition will not permit them 10 hike to Angel Arch.” In this case, the
Court prohibited all motorized access to prevent impainment of natural resources. In
Yellowsione, the Citizens” Solution seeks merely to replace one type of acoess with another,
which will in fact broaden access while protecting resources. Snoweoaches provide access for
all classes of people, and currentily are used largely by \he clderly and families with children.
Snowmobiles, on the other hand, do not provide for such broad access; the majority of
snowmobile riders are adults, mainly adult males.

The Citizens® Solution, in firmly setting visitor access in line with resource protection,
fulfills the intention of the Organic Act. The Patk Service Preferred Allernative is inconsistent
with the Court’s ruling in SUWA v, Canyonlands. Adoption of the Citizens” Solution would
allow the Park Service to comply with the spirit and intent of its enabling statute, the Organic
Act.

C. Regulations

NPS regulations prohibit “disturbing” living wildlife from its “natural state”™. (36 C.F.R.
§2.1¢a){1){i}. Regulations governing snowmobile use in national parks specifically prohibit
such use “except where designated and only when their use is consistent with the park’s natural,
cultural, scenic and aesthetic values, safety considerations, park management objectives, and will
not disturb wildlife or damage park resources,” (36 C.F.R. §2.18 (c)} When such damage is
known to cocur, the Superintendent is authorized to “regulate, restrict, or close a portion or all of
a Park area to al! public use if such action is necessary to protect the environment or scemic
values of the Park, [and to] protect natural resources.., “ 36 C.F.R. §1.5 8a) (1). The evidence of
adverse effects of winter recreation on wildlife, air resources, natural quiet, and water quality
demaonstrates that the parks have not heeded regulatory guidance 1o prevent damage to park
resources by prohibiting deleterious activities like snowmobiling.

Clearly, current snowmobile use of the park is in direct conflict with the Organic Act,
regulations, and NPS policy guidelines. NPS Management Policy (USDI 1988) prohibits
activities which “would involve or result in inconsistency with the park’s enabling
legislation. . .derogation of the valucs or purposes for which the park was established...([or]
unacoeptable impacts on park resources or natural processes...” (Policies at 8:3}.

The stipulation in regulation to disallow disturbance of wildlife is coupled with Qrganic
Act language to prevent impairment. Together, these affirmatively provide park resources with
the utmost protection from disturbance and degradation. Whether an impact is determined o be
unaccepiable is bascd on whether it will “impair” the scenery, natoral and histotic objects, or
wildlife of a Nationa} Park, The NPS interprets impairment to apply to “both physical resources,
such as wildlife and geologic features, and intangible values, such as scenic vistas and solitude™.
(Policies at 1:3). A determination of “impaimaent™ is based on the spatial and temporal extent of
the impacts, the resources being impacted and their ability to adjust to those impaets, the
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relations of the impacted resources to other park resources, and the curmulative as well as the
individual effects.”” (Pelicics at 1:3). Under circumstances of impainnent, the NPS must either
“mitigate the impacts” or “climinate the activity” (Policies at 8:1).

D. Executive Orders 11644 and 11989, Regulations and Case Law

Executive Otder (EC¥) 11644 issued in 1972 was intended (0 provide a “unificd Federal
policy” for the use of off-road recreational vehicles (ORVS) on public lands. (Executive Order
11644, 37 Fed, Reg. 2877 (1972) reprinted in 42 U.S.C.§4321}.

To accomplish these goals, the Executive Order directs agency officials to specify,
through regulation, the areas and trails on public lands on which ORV usc will be permitted.
Those arcas where ORV use is permitted will be based on, among other things, “the protection of
the tesources of the public fands,” Id at §3(a), and shall “be located to minimize harassment of
wildlife or significant disruption of wildlife habitats.” [d at §3 (a) (2). Within national parks,
such trails shall only be designated “if the respective agency head determines that off-road
vehicle vse in such locations will not adversely affeet their natural, acsthetic, or scenic values.”
Id at §4. The EO also requires agencies 1o establish a mechanism to monitor ORY use and
impacts and to respond appropriately to such information. Id at §3.

In May of 1974, Yellowstone National Park designated trails upon which snowmobile
use was permilted (39 Fed. Reg. 16151). The designated trails, the selection of which was
allegedly “guided by the criteria in sections 3 and 4 of EQ 11644” consisted of nearly all of the
unplowed roadways.

In 1977, 50 11644 was amended by EO 11989, The amendment authorized “the
respective agency head. .., whenever he determines that the use of off-road vehicles will cause or
is causing considerable adverse effects on the soil, vegetation, wildlife, wildlife habitat..., [to]
immediately close such areas or trails to the type of off-road vehicle causing such effects,
until...such adverse effects have been eliminated and...measures have been implemented to
prevent future recurtence,” EQ 11989 42 Fed, Reg 26959(1977) reprinted in 42 U.S.C, §4321.
This closure authority must be invoked when the agency head has determined that ORY use may
or will cause adverse environmental impacts.

In response to the criginal EQ, in 1974, the Park Service issued a rule prohibiting
snowmobiling in the National Parks, absent special regulation. 36 C.E.R. § 2.34 (1974). In
1979, the agency delineated the standard which govemns such special regulations, determining
that snowmobiling must be prohibited unless such use is ggnsjs_t_mmnh_mg_ngrkﬁ,umu_ral.

.cultnral, scenig apd aesthetic valugs, safety constderalions, park management, and will not
" disturb the wildlife or damage othier park resources,” 44 Fed. Reg. 47,412, 47,414 (1979)
{emphasis added); ses also 48 Fed. Reg. 30252 (1983) (reaffirming this standard); 36 CFR. §
2.18 {current codificaiion of standard).

At the same time the Park Service issued these special regulations in 1979 to comply with

the EQ, it excrmpted snowmobile use on top of paved roads from the provisions of the EQ. That
is, despite admitting that the EQ applied to snowmobile use in its 1974 rule, the Park Service
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summarily and inexplicably announced that the EQ only applied where snowmobiling oceurs in
areas other than directly on top of existing roads used by motor vehicles during other scasons,
This change in Park Service policy, which asserts that snowmobiles used on packed snow above
cxisting roads are not considered 1o be off-road vehicles, is not consistent with the EQ, since the
BO was implemented to address ofl-road vehicle use on public lands without regard to where the
off-road vehicles were used. Nonetheless, in issuing the 1979 rule, the Fark Service continued to
recognize that it cannot permil snowmobiling in any areas where this activity would conflict with
the ageney's overall mandate,

Even where such use is consistent with Park Service regulations, the Park Service
determined that, given the incvitable adverse impacts of these machines and the irsil grooming
required to accommedate them, if "equally desirable [snowmobiling] opportunities exisl on
adjacent lands," then "snowmebile use is more appropriate on the adjacent lands which do ot

have the specific pre§ervallog mandate of the National Park Service." (44 Fed. Reg. 47,413
{1979}).

The Park Service appears not have heeded the intent of the Exccutive Orders or
applicable regislations regarding monitoring of ORV impacts and subsequent amentdment of park
ORV policy. In National Wildlife Federation v, Morton (393 F. Supp.1286 (1975)), the D.C.-
District Court held that “wholesale blanket designation of ‘open lands®™ for ORV (including
snowmobile) use, violated the express requirements of Executive Order 11644”. In designating
al! Yellowstons park roads open for snowmobile use without fulfilling the criteria required by
FOQ 11644, the Park Service has violated the imtent of the Executive Order. Blanket designations
of “open” do not follow the intent of the EQ, which requires that all designations, whether open
or closed, be based upon the criteria set out in the EO. As noted nearly thirty years ago by the
Coutt, an open designation by the Park Serviee

changes the character of the land use policy, tilting if in favor of
ORY use. Future designations will not be made in the contexi of
applying the required criteria to decide whether specific arcas and
trails should be opened or closed to ORY use. Instead, authorized
officers will be requircd to employ the criteria in determining
whether a specific area of trail’s existing “open” status should be
changed to “closed” or “restricted”. This distinction creates a
subitle, but nevertheless real, inertial presumption it favor of ORV
use. (National Wildlife Federation v. Morton {393 F. Supp.1286
{1975}).

This is precisely the situation in which Yellowstone finds itsell, following an arbitrary
opening of all park roads to snowmabile use without following the intent of the Executive Orders
or related regulations.

E. Park Management Policies

In addition to its regulations, the Park Service has adopted policies guiding its
management of natural resources, air quality, noise, recreational activities, and other features of
the National Parks {USDI 1988).
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The primary objective of these policies is to manage natural resources to provide “the
American people with the opport'nmty 1o enjoy and benefit from pawl environments evelving

throu H ses minimall human acti "1Id. at 4:1. Thus, natural
resources will be managed with a concem for “fundamental ecolggjg_al processes..,” id,
{emphasis added), and Park managers will “try te maintain all the components and proccsse:. uf
naturally gvolving park ewsgstems natyr; ance, diversity

integrity of the plants and animals " Id. {Emphasis added).

Moreover, Park Service policies require that recreational use of parks be managed *so as
(o proleel park resources, provide for public enjoyment, promotc public saftty, and minimjze
gonflicts with other visitor activities and park veers.” 1d. at §:2. In panticular, Park policy
specifies that, unless a recreational activity is mandated by statute, the Park Service will not
permit such activities if they would resuli in:

L. Inconsistency with the park’s enabling legislation or proclamation, or be in
derogation of the values or purposes for which the park was established,

2. Unacceptable impacts on visitor enjoyment duc o mterferencc or conflict with
olher visitor use activities;

3 Consumptive use of park resources;
4. Unacceptable impacts on park resources or natural processes;

5. Unacceptable levels of danger 10 the welfare or safety of the public, including
participants. Id. at 8:3. (emphasis added).

As for snowmobiling, Park policy dictates that snowmobile use may be permitted in
National Parks only on designated roules and water surfaces “in locations where there will be no
significant adverse impacts on the park’s natural, enltural, or scenic resources and values and in
consideration of other visitor uses.” [d. at §:5,

‘The NPS revised its snowmobile regulations in 1979 (44Fed Reg 47,412). In an abrupt
and complete reversal of its previous reliance on EQ 11644 in designating snowmobile routes,
the NPS declared that the restrictions of EO 11644 do not apply to the vast majority of
snowimnobile use in national parks. The NPS accomplished this result simply by re-defining most
snowmobile use &s not entailing ORV use. Specifically, the revised regulation states that; “Off-
road vehicle use is not regarded as an appropriate vse in the National Park System. Therefore
snowmobiles will generally be permitied to operate on those established roads and on frozen
waterways where othier motor powered vehicles are allowed at other times. In those very limited
places where off-road use of snowmobiles is permitted through Spemal Regulation, the
provisions of EQ 11644 and 11989 will be enforced ”

Clearly, this new interpretation was designed to avoid compliance with the monitoring

and mandatory closure provisions of EQ 11644, as amended, by arbitrarily detenmining that
snowmobiles are not ORVs when used on established roadways covered with snow. This is an
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inaccurate interpretation of the definition of an off-road vehicle in the EO. Contrary 1o the NI'§
interpretation, the definition of ORV jn the EO is nol intended to apply to where the vehicle is
used, but rather, simply refers to a “a category of vehicle capable of cross-county travel on or

.immediately aver land...snow...or othet natural terrain.” 1d. at §2(3). This definition clearly

applies to snowmobiles in Lhe national parks.

Once again, if the provisions of EO 11644, as amended, applied to snowmobiling in
Yellowstone National I7ark, as they clearly should, snowmobile use could absofutely nol
continue due to its impacts on wildlife, wildlife habitat, and adverse effects on the natural values
of park.

VII, Grand Teton National Park

(Y C supports many of the preferred altemnalive’s actions for Grand Teton National Park,
The closure of the Potholes area is long overdue to be made official, and snowmobiles should be
phased out en Jackson Lake. Closure of afl inner loop arcas (o motorized use will have
significant benefits for the park. The proposed actions for the Continental Divide Snowmobile
Trail (CDST), however, are extremely problematic and counter to current NPS regulation. The
preferred alternative proposes 10 “separate auto use from snowmachine sue by moving CDST w
a new pathway between Moran and Flagg Ranch.” (DEIS, Table 5-1).

Such a proposal to move a motorized trail off-road in a national park would require

_rulemaking to alter regulations promulgated following Exceutive Orders 11644 and 1198%. NP3

regulations state that “Off-road vehicle use is not regarded as an appropriate use in the National
Park System. Therefore snowmobiles will generally be permilted o operate on those established
roads and on frozen waterways where other mofor powered vehicles are allowed at other times.
In those very limited places where off-road use of snowmobiles is permitted through Special
Regulation, the provisions of EO 11644 and 11989 will be enforced.” (44 Fed. Reg. 47412).

Following these regulations, in order to relocate the CDST outside of the existing road
corrider, Grand Teton National Park would have to draft special regulations to allow off-road
snowmobile vs. In so doing, Grand Teton would become the first park to allow ofi-road
snowmohile use, setting a dangerous precedent. Such a proposal appears inexplicable given
existing laws and regulations which are designed to protect the park’s resources.

VIII, Cooperatoer Process

The use of local and state cooperators in the draft EIS was an abuse of that process and
was an attempt to inject state and local authority over what by law and regulation must remain a
federal decision. [t becamne a process of political intimidation which weakened this NEPA effort.

NEPA provisions regarding cooperating agencies are clear; cooperators are those
agencies that have jurisdiction by law or special expertise, and are intended to assist the lead
agency in analyzing impacts and providing data. The purpose of including cooperating agencies
is to increase the efficiency of the process, maximize coordination and ceoperation, disclose
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impacts and eliminate duplication. Decision-making authorily is retained by the lead federal
agency, in this case, the Mational Park Service.

The Memorandums of Understanding (MOLUN signed by state, local and other federal
apencies designated responsibilities of the NPS, as the lcad agency, and the cooperatars, They
also delincated the cooperators’ specific areas of expertise, in this case, primarily secio-gconomic
impacls.

From the very beginning, local and stale cooperators attemmpted to assert themselves as
decision-makers in this KIS process. GYC staff attenided several cooperators meelings, received
and commented on draft MOUs. We repeatedly raised concerns about the imconsistent and
inappropriate role of the cooperators. These concerns included aitempts by the cooperators to
gain decision-making status; the expansion by cooperators into arcas in which they do not have
recognized expertise under the MOUs; including members of a private group as cooperator
representatives; allowing irrelevant discussions about changing the Organic Act, and discussions
regarding motorized uses of areas currently recommended for Wilderness.

We also vehemently object to a provision in the MOUs prohibiting the release of working
documents outside a Freedom on Information request or similar state process, State and local
cooperators are all participating as elected representatives. All documents available to the
eooperators should and must be made available to the public. The NPS cannot prohibit elected
officials from sharing public records. We object to the retention of this provision, and suggest it
cannot be enforced, '

Obviousty, the cooperating agencies do not have an accurate nnderstanding of
cooperating agency status. The NPS did not clearly establish and follow the conditions under
which cooperating agency invelvement can occur. Far from improving the efficiency of the
process and maximizing coordination and cooperation, this NEPA process has become
contentious, exclusionary, and biased toward special inlerests (the loeal business compmunitieg)
because of the local and state cooperating agency involvement.

If this precedent-setting amangement is to continue effectively, efficiently and within the
bounds of current siatutes and regulations, the NPS must indicate clearly and concisely what
those condilions are. The NPS must make it clear thai it will solely retain decision-making
authority in this winter use planning effort.

IX. Economics

National parks are not islands, and as a result, changes in park management will have
implication, both positive and negative, for persons who work, recreate, and live in or near
Yellowstone National Park, NPS policy imposes a mandatory dufy on the NPS to “anticipate,
avoid, and resolve potetitial conflicts” with others “to protect park resources, and to address
mutual interests in the quality of life for commuaity residents, considering economic
development as well as resource and environmental protections.” (Policies at 2:9) However, the
parks must not feel pressured to permit snowmobiling based solely on the economic benefit to
local commuaities. NPS policy dictates that such alleged “beneficial effects” must be consistent
with overarching “policies and management obfectives”. {Policies al 2:9-10).
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Much of the proiest to any reduction in snowmobiling by the galeway comimunities is
focnsed on potential economic impact. In some cases, the countics have suggested very extreme
scenarios, like the complete elimination of all snowmobiling on public lands or all park winter
use, to illustrate impacts. In fact, snowmebiling will not be completely climinated, even if it not
allowed within the parks. And winter use of the parks is not proposcd 1o be prohibited. As other
information in these commenis notes, there are thovsands of miles of snowmobile trails within
the threc-state region, oulside the parks.

Tt is difficult to predict how visitors might respond to the closurc of the parks to
snowmabiling. Certainly, people will continue to come, and there is the possibility the same
numbers of people will come, but simply use the snowcoaches rather than snowmobiles. This is
particularly the ease if the parks make 2 concerted effort to make snowcoach travel affordable,
comfortablc and enjoyable. It is also possible that cquivalent numbers of snowmobilers will
come to the region, and will spend similar amounls of time in the region, visit Yellowstone
National Park in snoweoaches. Other winter nsers may also still come to the region, and may
come in even greater nutnbers as vser conflicts arc reduced.

According to the 1999 survey of visitors on both park and national forest Jands, over half
{52%) the park visitors snowmobiled or skiied in places other than Yellowstone National Park
during their visit; 64% of these did so for two or more days - primarily in Gallatin County. This
is down from 62% of park visitors who recreated cutside the parks according o a 1596 survey.
Forest recreationists spent an average of 15% more pet trip compared to park visitors, and 34%
meore per Tip within the GYE than park visitors, In addition, forest recreationists spent twice as
many days snowmabiling and cross-country skiing thag park visitors, there were more repeat
visitors to the GYE ameng the national forest recreationists, and they spent most of their time on
the national forests. This would suggest that gateway commeunities are underestirnating the
economic impact of national forest visitors. .

A reduction in snowmobiler ¥isitor mumbers or a shift in visitation patterns is also
possible. The possible reduction or shift, however, is not the responsibility of the parks. The
parks” responsibility is to ensure that the resources are protected, and to allow visitation in &
manner that does not compromise those resources. Thal protection has not occurred and
resources have been comprotnised, as noted elsewhere in these comments,

The economic impact of snowmobiling to local economies appears to have been
overstated in many of the studies completed by cooperating countics. For cxample, Yellowstone
Park visitation fignres indicate that only 3 percent of winter visitors came through the East

" entrance. The actual number has been declining, and last winter was just under 3,000. A 199%

report titled The Economic fmportance of the Winter Season to Park County, WY estimates the
economic impacts of a prohibition on winter visitation, something which has not been proposed
jn any alternative. Interestingly, in the 1999 survey of park and national forest visitors, the use of
Shoshone National Forest and other sites to the cast were not even mentioned as locations for
their recreation by park visitors who showmobiled or skiied in arcas other than the park during
their visit. According to the 1999 visitor survey, if the roads were closed entirely on the east side
of the park, the largest proportion of boih natignal forest and national park visitors said they
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would not change their number of visits, and between five and cleven percent said they would
increase (heit visits. Even under a road closure for the east side and snowcoach-only recteational
motonized access as proposed in the Cilizens’ Solution, there is no probibition on winter
recreation, and certainly, Park County businesses would continue to receive revenues from patk
VISItOLS,

The 1999 survey also provides data on visitation patterns for winter recreationists which
suggests countics may have other challenges in meeting recreationists’ needs. For example, only
29%; of Yellowstone National Park visitors also stopped in Livingston, and 64% visited
Gardiner. They spent almost as many nights in Bozeman - 50 miles away by highway - as in
Gardiner - five miles away - and morc nights in Big Sky and West Yellowstonc than in
Livingston. Park County, Moniana, communities are for some reason nol currenily appealing to
these visitors. According to a Yellowstone National Park lst of businesses permitted to provide
specialized winter services in Yellowstone, no Park County businesses are permitted to provide
guided skiing, snowcoach, ot showmaobilz services, which may be a factor. Bozeman, on the
other hand, hosis five guided skiing businesses, and West Yellowstone is home to four of the five
snowcoach permittees and seven of the 21 snowmabiling permittees. Lack of diversity may be a
factor affecting economic returns for certain gateway community businesses, and could be
addressed by these busincsses as a way to meet the challenges of snowmobiling prohibited in the
parks.

X. Public and park values :

The Citizens’ Solution proposes to restore the natural winter character to Yellowstone
and Grand ‘Teton national parks. This position is supperted by various surveys of public attitades
as weil as by a review of the specific values of Yellowstone and Grand Teton national parks as
ecological basclines,

A. Public values and attitudes

Most of the surveys referenced here were of park visitors, while one included an
opportunistic survey of visitors en adjacent national forests. Consequently, these surveys provide
a woefully incomplete reflection of how the national or even the regional public fecls about
visitor use of these two national parks. (The DELS, p.90, mentions there is at least one
incomplete survey that targets people cutside park boundaries). It should be acknowledged that.
the current serveys are generally heavily biased by their focus on existing winter and )
snowmobiling visitors. Obvigusly, if a survey is limited to park visitors, and 60% of those
visitors snowmobile in the park, resulls are going to be heavily weighted to that snowmobiling
viewpoint, particularly on questions about whether snowmobiles should be eliminated.

The surveys ignote the people who are no longer visiting the parks, pethaps because of
negative impressions and expeticnces. A variety of these dissatisfied winter visitors testified at
the DEIS public hearings. See also, for example, the Teton County, Wyoming, survey, noted
below, wherc a preater percentage of non-visitors felt snowmobiles had 2 negative impact on the
park than visitors, We have atternpted to highlight some of the survey findings, kecping this bias
in mind.
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There is certainly broad recognition of snowmobile impacts, and support for changing
existing uses. See, for example, the survey of Teton County, Wyoming, residens, some of whom
had not visited either Yellawstane or Grand Teton National Park in the last ycar. In that survey,
52%, of YNP visitors and 56% of nonvisitors fclt snowmobiles negatively impact Yedlowstone in
the winter, OF these, 66% fclt they are too noisy, 44% believed they affect air quality, and 39%
felt they disturb wildlife. * In addition, 51% of YNP users and 61% of non-uscts felt
snowmobiles should be limited™

The Teton County Public Opinion Survey provides some indication of the dissatisfaction
among residents with the heavy snowmobile emphasis in Ycllowstone National Park, and the
split among local visitors and nonvisitors. While only about 14% of the respondents who had not
visited YcHowstone in the last year mentioned that one of the things they liked about the park
was snowmobiling, more than one in three mentioned something they did not like which was
associated with snowmobiling, including snowmobiling itself, snowmobile traffic, snowmobile
noise, snowmobile air pollution and crowding. Even for those who had visited Yellowstone
National Park in the last year, more respondents mentioned distiking something about
snowmobiling than mentioned liking snowmobiling (44% vs. 18%).% .

The results for Grand Teton National Park are even less supportive of snowmabiling.
Less than 4% of people who had not visited Grand Teton in the last year specifically mentiened
liking snowmobiling, compared to aboui 10% of park visiters,

According 10 2 1998-9 winter visitor survey®, whils there is support for continued
mechanized winter access to Yellowstone, there is less support among residents than
nonresidents: Less than 60% of park visitors from the GYE support continued mechanized
aceess.™ This suggests that residents may feel less tolerant of the use of the parks as a
snowmobile playground, particularly if they have visited Yellowstone. As the DELS notes on
.91, the 1959 winter visitor survey showed that 39% of in-region winter visitors favor either ski
and snowshoe only, ot ski, snowshoe and snowcoach access. '

Although visitors said that the desire for tranquillity, solitude, peace and quiet, and to get
away from crowds are all relatively very imporiant with respect to their visit to Yellowstone,
they also said that they were fairly dissatisfied what the park offered in these arcas. oA 1996
survey found thal visitors placed similar importance on quiet and solitude: 69% said quiet was
extremely or very important; 67% said solitude was extremely or very impi:;ri.=n1t.32 These
ohjectives are not being met under current uses with the predominance of lond, polluting
snowmachines.

; Teton County Public Opinion Survey Report, Sept., 1998, Morey and Associates, p.10.
Ibid, p.11. _
# Teton County Public Opinion Survey Report, Sept., 1998, Morey and Associates. p.10,

¥ Duffield and Heher, September, 1999 draft report, Winter 1995-99 Visitor survey, YNP, GTHP, and the G A:
Analysis and Results, pp. 31-34

* 1999 report on Jan-Mar 1998 Borrie and Fricrmmd survey of winter visitors, pp. 52-53.

1996 suney
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B. Park Wilderness

In 1973, the NPS endorsed wilderness designation in order to provide the natorat, near-
pristine environment mandated for Yellowstone, The analysis of the wilderness proposal stated
that such a designation would allow visitors a primitive experience in one of the largest
wilderness arcas in the Jower 48 states. “(T)he sense of solitude and quiet that typifics this region
will remain always available (o those willing to take the necessary time and effort. !

Tt also stated that the wilderness designation would “retain the primeval character of the
area and pravide an enduring resource of wilderness, assured of protection from the probability
of administrative decisions.”™* The NPS recognized ihat it would face pressures to develop
Yellowstone National Park in ways that would thresten the natural environment, and knew that
wilderness designation would, or at least should, prevent some of those developments [rom
occurring. It anticipated forever excluding the intrusion of the sounds of vehicles “and other
cacophony of man’s modem world.” 3 Rather than look at it as a deteiment, the NPS felt
wilderness designation offered invaluable scientific and educational opportunities as the visitors
are exposed to this wilderness and to the chance to relate themselves to their environiment. These
in¢luded the mental and physical challenges of wilderness and the respite offercd as an escape
from the stress-provoking conditions of daily life.

The 1973 master plan for Yellowstone National Park puts the issue another way that stilt
has pertinence today: “Challenge in some degres is a fundamental ingredient of a wilderness
experience. . . ‘The visitor must be made to sce that if Yellowstons”s unique wilderness essence
i 1o sutvive, he must be willing to accept nature on her own terms, rather than his awn ..
{p.25). While the Master Plan acknowledged the ‘rapidly emerging phenomenon of winter use,’
it too, failed to recognize the conflict between snowmabiling and the quality of the wilderness
experience. We advocate reducing and eliminating outside sights and sound in wildemess and
potential wilderness. Congress has clearly stated in the 1978 Endangered Wildemness Act,
however, that outside sights and sounds should never be used as ciriteria to preclude an area
from wilderness.

The Yellowstone National Park wilderness recommendation proposed ten roadless areas
totaling over 2 million acres, over 90% of (he park area. Wilderness designation was supported
by 90% of the individuals, organizations and agencies that commented on the proposal, and 78%
overall supported more wilderness than the NPS had originally suggested. The 1988 NPS
Management Policics state that wildemess management policies apply to categories of
designated wilderness, potentia! wildeniess and recommended/study wildemess, and these
policies apply regardless of category.

 See Final Envitonmental Statement, Proposed Wilderness Classification, YNP, WY, NPS/USDOL, 1973, and

Wildemess Recommendation, YNP, USDOVNES, 1972,

:: Finaf Environmental Statement, Proposed Wildemess Classilication, YNP, WY, NPE/USDOL, 1973, p4.
Tbid, p.14.

* Thid.
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The environmental assessment for the proposed snowmaobile closure within the core of
Denali National Park stated that amony the potcatially damaging clfects of snowmobiles are:
diminished wilderness values, including nawural quiet, solitude, and undisturbed vistas that are
the foundation of the cxperience for the hisloric winter users of the park. It is time for the
managers of Yellowstone and Grand Teton nationat parks to similarly acknowledge the
damaging effets of snowmobiling on those parks™ wilderness experience, natural quiel and
solitude, and lake action o remove those impacts,

C. The Winter Use Planning Process

This E1S and winter use decision is long overdue, The potential impacts of snowmobile
use was Tecopnized almost 30 years ago, but have been aliowed to continue unabated since then.
The 1572 FES on the Proposed Wilderness Classificatien for YNP noted that becavse of the
significant increase in oversnow machine use in the park, almost doubling in three years, an
interdisciplinary research program was being planned af the Yellowstone Environmental Study
Center, a cooperative research unity between the NPS and the University of Wyoming. One of
the main concerns noted then was the effect of snowmebile use on the wildlife populations,
especially clk, deer, moose and butfalo, in their previously undistutbed winter range. Virtually
nothing has been done since then to measure or stop those impacts.

D. Snowmobiles

Yellowstone Naticnal Park began prooming roads as a way to keep snowmobilers from
traveling cross-couniry as roads became bumpy from uge, and subsequently hazing or chasing
animals. Other parks, however, have banned snowmobiling, and continue to ban them and
Yeliowstone and Grand Teton national parks need to follow their lead.

i example

Currently, two million acres within the core of Denali National Park is under judicial
review for re-instatement of a snowmobile ban. The reasons for the ban are similar to those in
Yellowstone. According to Bob Barbee, NPS Alaska Regional Director, and former
superintzndent of Yellowstone National Park, "Keeping this porticn of Denali closed to
snowmohiles would prevent detriment to the inherent resource values, including wildlife and
wilderness, and would provide opportunities for solitude and non-motorized winter activities."
Among the potentially damaging eflcets of snowmobiles eited in the draft cnvironmental
assessment for Denali are:

» The degradation of pristine ajr and water quality which curently exist within the core of
Denali. The harm would be due to dirty exhaust emissions from two-stroke engines, the
deposition of emissions in the snowpack, and alteration of the water chemistry of streams
and tivers due to unburned hydrocarbons from incomplete fucl comtbustion.

» Damage to vulnerable soils and vegetation.

» Changes in animal behavior, including abandonment of preferred habitat and distribution
pattern changes.

» User conflicts between snowmobile users and non-motorized recreationists such as cross-
country skiers,

» Diminighed wildemess values, including natural quiet, solitude, and undisturbed vistas
that are the foundation of the experienee for the historic winter users of the park.
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The Denali snowmobiling closure notice stated that it was being done to prevent harm to
park wildlife, wilderness, and other values'” That closure, which was cffective immediately, is in
place for twelve months while the NPS issues drafi regulations regarding snowmcobiles and other
Denali activities. It allows the NPS to meet its legal obligations 10 make sure that any new
activity or any changes in the level of existing activities will not have a detrimental effect on
resource values (hat are to be protected for future generations. According to Denali
Superintendent Steve Martin, "This action prevents harn to park values, including wildlife,
wilderness and other natura) resources, opporturtities for quiet and solitude and the undisturbed
conduct of non-motorized activities... The possibility of extensive and expanding snowmobile use
in Drenali presented a threat to one of the most important ccosystems and wildemess resources on
earlh. We've seen that snowmobile users can quickly move into new areas and reach a high
density. The potential for such rapid change places exiremely important resources, such as
caribou, bears, wolves and the prey they depend o, af risk.”

There are similar values in Yellowstone and Grand Teton. Snowmobiles should be
removed from these parks.

1. Public safety .

As previously stated, according to the Park Service 1988 Management Policies, unless an
activity is mandated by statute, the Park Scrvice will not allow a recreational activity in a park or
in certain locations within a park if it would involve or result in “unacceptable Ievels of danger to
the welfare or safety of ihe public, including participants.” (Policy at 8:3).

The Park Service ig thereby required to make the park experience a safe one. Indeed,
*the saving of human life take[s] precedence over all other management aclions.” (USDI 1988 at
8:5). Many park regulations (i.e.,speed limils, prohibitions on feeding wildlife) are designed to
promote safety. These regulations are enhanced by educational campaigns conducted to remind
park visitors that National Parks are not amusement parks, and that care must be taken to aveid
© injury.

Unfortunately, snowmobiles remain incredibly dangerous machines. Despite the
promulgation of regulations establishing speed limits and requiring driver licenses for
snowmabile operation, reguiring licenses, snowmobile safety statistics for the past several years
paint an alarming picture. For example, snowmabile accidents in Yellowstong increased 61%
from 1988-1995. Over the last five winters, 535 people were killed on snowmobiles in the
upper Midwest. In 1998, 32 people died in Minncsota alene. Nationally, 15,000 people were

“sent to the hospital for snowmobile related injuries.  1n Yellowstone over the last three years,
snowmobiles were invelved in 67% of park-wide motor vehicte accidents despite representing
less than five percent of all motorized vehicles using the Park.

A recent study in Alaska by Dr. Michael G, Landen of New Mexico State University
found that peeple who snowmebile frequently are almost nine times more likely to suffer death
or injury in accidents than automobile drivers, (See, “Snowmabiles Pose Fatal Risks, United

7 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE MOBRNING REPORT To All National Park Service Arcas and Gffices Fram:
Division of Ranger Activitics, Washington Offiee, John Quinley, PO, ARQ, 24, Febneary 5, 1993,
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Press International, January §1,1995). In northern Alaska, snowmobiles are (he lcading cause
of death. Landen's report confirms that snowmobiles cause an extremely disproportionate
number of casualties, especially because on-road vehicles arc driven an estimated 53 times as
many miles as snowmobiles in Alaska, Moreover, Dr. Landen discovered that sixty-five percent
of Alaskans killed in snowmobile accidents were intoxicated and fifty-cight percent of the deaths
involved hitting a natural object, such as a boulder or river.

Excessive speed is responsible for many snowmobile accidents. The top speed of several
new models exceeds 100 MPH, and the horsepower and acceleration of some models excecds
{hat of rnany automobiles. Horsepower to weight ratios are equal to or higher than any other
class of motorized vehicles manufactured today. '

Excessive horsepower leads ta reckless operation. Snowmabile operators are often
observed traveling dangerously fast on narrow trails despite numerous obstructions and
obstructed visibility. High speed collisions with fixed objects is the leading cause of accidents,
with head injurics the leading cause of death. - Improbably, drowning is the second leading cause
of death.

A siudy by the Mayo Clinic in Mimnesota documented an increasing number of severcly
injured snowmobilers in the last several years (Farley et al.,1996). Of ihe 42 patients admitted to
the clinic due to snowmobile accidents from January 1, 1991 to May 1, 1993, 38 were men and 4
were women. Nearly 9 percent of the accident victims were younger than 40 years, fess than 50
percent were wearing helmets at the time of the injury, and many were drnking. The injuries
sustained included bone fractures, blunt abdeminal trauma, closed head injury, lacerations,
hypothermia, and frostbite. Complications, particularly due to infection, occurred in many
paticats. Though only one of these patients died as a result of the snowmobile injuries, the
medical and emotional costs of healing the wounded was excessive.

Yellowstone experiences many snowmobile accidents each year, During the 1997/98
snowmobile season there were a total of 41 snowmobile accidents in Yellowstone. The causes of
these and past accidents include excessive speed, collision with other snowmobiles, reckless
driving, driving while intoxicated, collisien with trees, and collisions with animals, including
Yellowslone bison. The costs to the park resulting from snowmobile use is large, and personnel
requirements considerable.

In Yellowstone, for example, Ms. Lucie Hanusova, a world champion caliber skier from
the University of Colorado, was killed in the park duting early Jamary 1999 when she lost
control of her snowmobile and it struck a tree. ("Snowmobiler Dies After Hitting Tree,"
Bozeman Daily Chronicle, 1/12/99). Excessive speed, however, was not a factor in this aceident.
According 1o an accident report prepared by Yellowstone rangers, the snowmobsiler failed to
correct a drift in course, left the park road at modest speed and struck a tree. We believe that in
simitar types of accidents, the extremely high levels of Carbon Monoxide (CO) discharged by
snowmobiles impairs the operator's ability to control the vehicle, and may therefore be
responsible for many injuries and deaths nationally.
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Considering the documented dunger of snowmobiles and park policy which emphasizes
the protection of humans using Nationa) Parks, 4 bart on these machines as requested in this
petition is both of significant bencfit to the ecology of the park and to public safety.

_There are significant concerns aboul snowmubile safety which also suggest that such machines
are inappropriate for Yellowstone National Park. According to the DEIS, about 70% of all park
visitors use rented snowmobiles, and 85% of the snowmobiles invelved in motor vehicle
accidents were rented. Snowmobiles involve a greater propottion of incidences requiring ranger
assistance than their visitation constitules: they were involved in 243, or 94% of, accidents,
compared 16 61% of overall winter use over the lasl three winters (p.97). Eighty-five percent of
citations were issued to snowmobilers during that period (p.101), primarily for speeding. Loss of
control was a major factor. Smowcoaches, meanwhile, were involved in six accidents, or 2% of
accidents compared to 10% of vverall use.

The DEIS, p. 100, also notes that 5% of snowmobile accidents from 1995-1999 involved
visitors between 10-15 yrs. of age. Since only licensed drivers are allowed to drive 2 snowmobile
in Yellowstone, these youth are likely coming in as passengers, and then being allowed to drive
the snowmobile onee inside the park. The safety of visitors and park siaff who must assist these
visitors is of concern. Visitor aceess in the parks must be the safesi possible, both for visitors and
for staff responsible for visitor health and safety. The human and financial resources required to
support snowmobiling in the park, and its concomitant risks, places a significant burden on park
personnel, available resources and budgets.

E. Aceess )

One of the objeetives of the Citizens’ Solution is to restore the natural winter
environment, while providing appropriate recreational access to the parks in winter in a way
compatible with the wildtand nature of Yellowstone and Grand Teton. The Citizens” Solution
would meet this objective by providing over-snow access by snoweoaches only. Similar group
transportation systems arc already in place in Denali Nationat Park and will be soon in Grand
Canyon, Yosemite, and Zion National Parks. Such a system should be established in
Yellowstone as well. It will result in far less vehicle miles traveled and consequently far fewer
impacts with wildlife. Administrative access via snowmobile would be allowed.

1f one assumes, under our snowcoach alternative that there is a snowcoach every five
minutes with about 12 people per snowcoach, a maximum of about 1400 people could be
accommodated daily. This contrasts with the current level of 1500 snowmobile visitors daily {on
about 1200 snowmobiles). 1t is likely that a five minute headway is not sufficient to maintain
quict and prevent erowding, therefore fewer snoweoaches, and fewer visitors, may be
accommodated,

This same assumption would result in a maximum of about 120 snowcoach trips per day,
120 roynd trips of 60 miles berween West Yellowstone and Old Faithful results in 7200 vehicle
miles traveled in a day aleng ihis route, compared with 72,000 snowmobile miles under current
conditions, a 90% reduction, in vehicle miles traveled along this route, while providing access for
the same number of visitors.
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GYC also believes that improved snowcoach trmvel can provide much better
opportunilies for certain segments of society that currently visit the park in winter in very low
aumbers, and for group travel. Currently, mosi Yellowstons National Park winter visitors are
male; just over one-third of Yellowstone and Grand Teton visitors are in famiky groups; and
groups OF six or more comprised 37% of Yellowstone visitors.™* This is consistent with carlier
surveys that found that only about 8-10% of visitor geoups included children, 4nd there was 2
similarly relatively small number of older visitors.*”

F. Carrying Capacity, Facilities and Services

The Citizens® Selution proposes that a carrying capacity for winter visitor levels be
developed for winter use in Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks. In the meantime,
GYC supports limiting winter recreational use o no more than the average visitation over the
last six years. The Citizens’ Solution does net support any expansion of winter services or
facilities, and anficipates thal with the implementation of group transportation, some facilities
such as fuel dumps may no longer be needed and could be removed.

Under the Citizens’ Sclution, the capacity of the snowcoaches will likely determine
overall winter use capacilies, which could be about 1400-1800 people per day (see above
discussion). While there are limited overnighl accommodations at Old Faithful (222 beds/136
rooms), day use is not limited. Winter parking capacity at Old Faithful is driven in large parl by
the 150 parking spaces, which provide more space than that at Flagg Ranch. The development of
the now sewage plant at Old Faithful, the area which experiences the heaviest use in the park, is
expected to easily accommodate the 1400-1800 people per day leve! of use, so does not appear (o
be a limiting factor. Consequently, the capacity of snowcoaches to safely transport people would
have the greatest impact on winter visitor numbers.

The NPS is required to address carrying capacity in parks. This obligation is a
recognition that the NPS is faced with poals in conflict - that of protecting the resource, while
also providing for visitor access. GYC feels strongly that the goal of protection must consrain
that of access, but need not eliminate access. The chalienge is to determine what recreational
access can be accommodated while malataining those resource conditions.

Yellowstone and Grand Teton national parks intend 10 use the Yisitor Experience and
Resource Protection (VERP) planning process for determining carrying capacity, & public
process adopted by the NPS for system-wide use. It has been used in Arches National Park, Ttis
our understanding that the VERP proccss may result in a separate winter visitor management
plan, or an amendment to the existing plan. The current winter use plan and decision will
constrain options considered through the VERP process, as will other decisions, such ag the
commercial services plan.

The VERP process defines visilor carrying capacity as the type and level of visitor use
that can be accommeodated while sustaining the desired conditions for resources and the quality

¥ RIS, p. 91
¥ 1999 survey
1996 survey {done [n 1995), p. 6. Rath, pp. 99, 103

54



COMMENTS

Organizations

of visitor experience that meet park purposes. It also includes developing indicators and
standards to ensure resouree protection and provision of the desired visitor cxperience;
monitoring and identifying variations from desired conditions, and taking management actions (o
achieve the desired condition. .

While it would have been more cificient to have completed the VERP process priof to
this winter usc plan, the fact is that the NP'S has allowed winter use, and snowmobiling in
particular, Lo escalate far beyond its ability to ensure resource protection. Past responses to
increasing visitation have ofien tended to take actions such as to harden sites and increase
facility capacities and infrastructure. Yzt significant impacts arc occurring, and as the VERP
handbook (s well as common scnse) advises, it is betier to take action to protect resources than
to do nothing because of incomplete information. That nccessary action, we firmly believe, is to
eliminate snowmobiling from the parks and provide for more apptopriate mateorized recreational
aceess through snowcoaches. The subsequent VERP process should be based on this foundation.

As additional support for this position, we would like to point out that onc requirement of
VERP is to assess the divetsity of experiences available thronghout the region, and whether
ceriain types of activities, or experiences, can only occut within the park. Clearly, snowmobiling
opportunities are available on hundreds of tiles of trails within the Greater Yellowstone region
oulzide the parks, and thousands more miles of trails throughout the states of Montana, Wyoming
and Tdaho and beyond. A snowcoach opportunity, however, is unique and totally appropriate to
Yellowstone and Grand Teton national parks. Jt should provide the opportunity - and the
consiraint - for the upcoming carrying capacity planning process.

There is, howaver, apparently no timeline for mitiating this process at YNP and GTNPE.
Certainly, some of the surveys and research (hat have been conducted will provide ipportant
data. We urge the NPS to begin that process immediately, and in particular, to ensure that the
necessary inventory of existing conditions is conducted in 2 timely manmer.

G. Recreational Opportunities on Adjacent Lands

. There are many opportunities for recreationists te enjoy winter both inside and outside
the parks. According to the DEIS, Fremont County, ID, hosts 400 miles of regularly groomed
snowmobile trails; 300,000 snowmobile user daysyr and 40,000 days of other winter recreation.
Information from the GYCC indicates that the West Yellowstone area has about 160 miles of
groomed trails, enjoyed by about 50,000 sriowmeobilers each yedr. Many of these snowmobilers
never visit Yellowstone Park. The Targhee grooms up to 500 miles of trafls, and has 140,000-
150,000 snowmobile visits, The state of Wyoming maintains over 2,000 miles of snowmabile
trails, with over 50% Jocated wilhin the Greater Yellowstone area. Increasing use is being felt
elsewhere as well.

It is clear that in many areas outside the parks, snowmeobiling is and will continue to bea
prominent wintertime activity. There is little basis for the argument that snowmobiling must
continue in the parks when so many opportunities for snowmobiling exist ontside 1he parks and
elsewhere within the three states and the rest of the region. Most important, the Parks must not
hesitate to make a decision to eliminate snowmobiles based on concerns about increased pressure
on adjacent lands. Snowmobile use on adjacent forest lands is already occurring at high levels,
and the Forests must undertake winter use planning similar to the parks’ effort.
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X1, Conclusion

Our Malional Parks were not created in order to serve as national playgrounds, available
for any and all uses. They were created to preserve "nature as it ¢xists,” H. Rep. No. 700, 6dth
Cong., 15t Sess. 3 (1918), affording the American people and people worldwide an unpatatleled
opportunity to see, hear und experience these national treasurcs in 88 naturat a state as possible.
There are more than enough areas, both on and off federsl land, where snpwmobiling can
continue. But our unique and imeplaceable Nalional Parks should not be among those areas.
Therefore, we request that the Park Service craft a final preferred alternative which reflects the
componetuts of The Citizens” Solution for Winier dccess to Yellowstone.

In keeping wilh the progressive vision of the National Park Service, Yellowstone and
Grand Teton must formulate a means of visilor access with does not impair resources, A mass
transil approach is the only solution. Two-stroke vehicles must be immediately eliminated from
the parks, as their levels of pollution and noise are fundamentally at odds with park mandates
and wholly inappropriate for use.in the patks. Purthermore, individual recreational snowmobile
use is inappropriate for use in the parks regardless of pollution levels. According to iaw and
regulation, winter visitors may be provided access to the parks only by the most appropriaie
means available. Currently, snowcoaches represent that method. The challenges of increased
winter visitation and concomitant impacts will not disappear. The parks must take proactive,
preventive action and implement a group trave! system which allows people to view the
resources without impairing those same resources with their mode of access.

The Park Service must take a hard ook at the effects of read-groorming on bisen and
oiher wildlife. The absence of any control studies of ungroomed road surfaces has done a
disservice to the public debate and potentially further impeniled wildlife in winter, Data
insufficiencies in the realms of air quality, water quality, noise and natural quiet must also be
remedied. The park must establish baselines in order to menitor degradation. This Winter Use
EIS is long overdue and insufficient in many respects, The Preferred Alternative will not address
the litany of impacts the parks curtently are degraded by. The Park Service must adept 2 final
preferred alterative which immediately fulfills the intention of park law, egulation and policy
to preserve park resources in perpetuity.
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Page 4. Re: Adaptive management is not a mechanism to put off or delay important decisions as the commenter suggests. Adaptive management is a process
by which management actions are implemented based on the best available information and are tested as a hypothesis using an identified monitoring program.
It isthe nature of the decision that isin question. It has been the Park Service'sintent from the beginning of the process to prepare a programmatic plan
(81508.18(b)(2) and (3)). Thiswould be the purpose of preparing a“comprehensive EIS.” There should have been no illusions that a plan of this magnitude
would be based upon detailed, site-specific datain order to make every decision possible relating to winter use. This programmatic approach is acceptable
under the law, in the way that NEPA is the vehicle for producing NPS General Management Plans and USFS Forest Plans, and amendments thereto. Such
documents do, in fact, make decisions and allocations at a general level and defer many site-specific types of decisionsto alater date. In thiscontext, itisalso
acceptable to spell out processes that would be followed, such as adaptive management, as alternative features. It will be up to the decision-maker to weigh
the available data, the possible impacts of such alternativesin the short term, and decide if park resources and values are sufficiently protected.

Page 4. Re: Guiding laws and regulations. NEPA (CEQ Regulations) does not stipulate the rationale for selecting a preferred alternativein an EIS. It
stipulates that in afina EIS, apreferred aternative must beidentified. The statement of preference for one or more alternativesin adraft EIS is discretionary,
depending upon whether the agency has a preference at that point (81502.14(e)). The identification of a preferred alternative in a DEIS should be regarded by
the public as extremely tenuous. Thisis because an EISisto serve as a means of ng impacts of proposed agency actions “rather than justifying
decisions aready made” (§81502.2(g)). The FEIS preferred alternative may be viewed more as a“ precursor” decision, which will only become final in a
Record of Decision that expresses the rationale for the choice. In any case, it is clear that merely the expression of a preferred aternative, by itself, can in no
way invalidate the entire EIS analysis. The decision maker can select any of the proffered alternativesin aFinal EIS through consideration of avariety of
factors, including but not limited to environmental impacts. The selected alternative does not have to be the most environmentally preferable alternative,
which must also be revealed in the decision document.

Page 5 and 6, 7-9. Re: The Citizens Solution for Winter Accessto Y ellowstone. The proposed “Citizens' Solution” is not significantly different from
aternative G as presented in the DEIS, especially considering the programmatic nature of the proposed action. See the matrix comparison of “The Citizens’
Solution” versus the features analyzed in the range of alternatives. This may be found in Chapter | of the FEIS under Alternatives Suggested During the
Public Comment Period. All aternativesin the DEIS meet the purpose and need for action to a greater or lesser degree.

Page 9. Re: Failureto act immediately. There has as yet been no legal finding that snowmobiling violates any of the mandates described in the purpose and
need section. Montana DEQ points out that there has been no actionable violation of Montana or Federal clean air standards. Where standards have been
approached, West Entrance and Flagg Ranch, there clearly needs to be some action taken with respect to health and safety. Pollution levels throughout the
park units do not approach thislevel. Class| air quality in the remainder of the park units has less to do with health standards and more to do with park values
(visibility, odor) for which no specific standards exist. The eventual decision will, through a finding, provide direction on the issue of derogation of park
values, and an appropriate implementation period will be selected.

Page 10. Re: Airborne toxins created by 2-stroke engines. That PAH and other toxic elements are included in emissions from 2-stroke enginesis disclosed in
the DEIS, page 163 et al. Theinformation in the DEIS will be reviewed and enhanced as appropriate for the final document.

Page 10. Thereisno requirement in CEQ regulations (81502.14) to justify a preferred alternative, just to name one or more alternatives as preferred in the
DEISif thereisapreference. The agency must express a preferred aternative in aFinal EIS. 1t appears many commenters place too much emphasis on the
aternative designated as preferred in the DEIS. Thisdesignation istenuous at best. Under the CEQ regulations, the requirement in an EISisto providea
range of reasonable alternatives that clearly define the issues, and to fully evaluate and disclose the possible effects of those alternatives. The DEIS meetsthis
reguirement.

Pages 10-12. Re: Current air quality degradations within the parks warrant stronger action. Information provided on pages 10-12 of the |etter relatesto
snowmobile emissions. Much of thisinformation is either stated or cited in the DEIS. Due to work that has been ongoing since publication of the DEIS, air
quality analysisin the FEIS will be updated.
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Pages 12-13. Re: Snowmobile emissions. Information provided on pages 12-13 of the |etter relates to snowmobile emissions. Much of thisinformation is
either stated or cited in the DEIS. Due to work that has been ongoing since publication of the DEIS, air quality/public health analysisin the FEIS will be
updated.

Pages 14-15. Re: Legal and policy requirements. Legal and policy discussion: NPSis fully cognizant of its mandate and policy requirements, as reflected in
the purpose and need section of the DEIS. There has as yet been no legal finding that snowmobiling per se violates any of the mandates described in the
purpose and need section. Montana DEQ points out that there has been no actionable violation of Montana or Federal clean air standards. Where standards
have been approached, West Entrance and Flagg Ranch, there clearly needs to be some action taken with respect to health and safety. Pollution levels
throughout the park units do not approach thislevel. Class| air quality in the remainder of the park units has less to do with health standards and more to do
with park values (visibility, odor) for which no specific standards exist. The eventua decision will, through afinding, provide direction on the issue of
derogation of park values, and an appropriate implementation period will be selected.

Page 15. Re: Citizens Solution. The proposed “ Citizens' Solution” is not significantly different from Alternative G as presented in the DEIS, especially
considering the programmatic nature of the proposed action. See the matrix comparison of “ The Citizens' Solution” versus the features analyzed in the range
of aternatives. All aternativesin the DEIS meet the purpose and need for action to a greater or lesser degree.

Page 15. Re: NPS must mitigate or eliminate impacts to air quality from snowmobile use. Improved snowmachine technology and snowcoach, mass transit
access are evaluated in the DEIS as possible alternatives to the current situation. Once again, the NPS solution will be articulated in arecord of decision.

Page 16-17. Re: Effects of noise on wildlife. Thisissue will be reviewed and updated in the FEIS if necessary.

Page 17. Re: Approach to mitigating snowmobile noise. The analysis of sound will be updated in the FEIS.

Pages 17-18. Re: Policy requirements and datainsufficiencies. The DEIS on page 126 and in Appendix C (Volume I1) express policy requirements regarding
natural quiet, asthey relate to winter use issues.

Pages 18-19. Re: Failureto collect useful data on noise pollution in the parks. Additional data has been collected during the 1999-2000 winter season.
Sound modeling has been conducted. Inadequacies pointed out in this comment are being addressed, and the analysis will be reflected in the FEIS.

Page 19. Re: The mode of access utilized by winter visitors must be the most quiet vehicle possible. This comment goes to the decision to be made.
Commenter expresses how and why the decision must be made. This goes to the purpose and need for action and the decision to be made by NPS. Thefinal
strategy, or decision is based on selection criteria used by the decision maker, which are disclosed in the record of decision through discussion of “preferences
among alternatives based on relevant factors and agency statutory missions’ (§1505.2(b)).

Pages 19-23. Re: Impacts on water quality and aquatic resources. Impacts such as those detailed by commenter are summarized and cited in the DEIS, page
163 and subsequently for each aternative. An additional study not available for the DEIS has been completed and will be used in updating the analysisin the
FEIS.

Page 23. Re: The use of snowmobiles and NPS mandates. The assertion that use of snowmobiles, because of perceived air and water impacts, violates the
entire set of NPS mandates, executive orders and policiesis a gross generalization. Such afinding has yet to be made relative to the three park unitsin
guestion. Many places throughout this comment |etter provide a restatement, or expansion, of literature summarized and cited in the EIS. The commenter
extrapolates or generalizes from the literature to conclude that the activity in question conclusively demonstrates that the resources of the three park units are
impaired beyond some legal limit. NPS maintains that the standard of impairment in most instances is a function of the criteria used by a decision-maker in
the record of decision. The latter is a part of the decision to be made, based on relative effects between alternatives disclosed in the EIS.

Pages 23-26. Re: Impacts on water quality and aquatic resources. Impacts such as those detailed by commenter are summarized and cited in the DEIS, page
163 and subsequently for each alternative. An additional study not available for the DEIS has been completed and will be used in updating the analysisin the
FEIS. Please see earlier response to this letter in regard to page 23 “ Use of snowmobiles and NPS mandates.”

Pages 27-30. Re: Impacts on wildlife. This comment is a restatement, or expansion, of literature summarized and cited in the EIS.
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Page 30. Re: Regulatory requirements to protect wildlife. The commenter extrapolates or generalizes from the literature to conclude that the activity in
question conclusively demonstrates that the resources of the three park units are impaired beyond some legal limit. NPS maintains that the standard of
impairment in most instances is a function of the criteria used by a decision maker in the record of decision. The latter isa part of the decision to be made,
based on relative effects between alternatives disclosed in the EIS and consideration of regulatory reguirements.

Pages 30-32. Re: Impacts on wildlife. This comment is a restatement, or expansion, of literature summarized and cited in the EIS.

Page 33. Re: Impacts on individual animals and populations. These impacts are disclosed in the DEIS, pages 165-167, and subsequently for each alternative.
Page 33. Re: Winter road grooming impacts on bison and wildlife. These impacts are disclosed in the DEIS, pages 165-167, and subsequently for each
alternative on pages 183, 209, 231, 250, 265, 281, and 291.

Page 34. Re: Recommendation for NPS to use road closures as an assessment tool. Assertion that “ The Citizens' Solution” is an interim plan whichis
amendable pending thorough examination and mitigation of issues impacts. This suggestion appears to be no different than the adaptive management process
incorporated directly into two of the DEIS alternatives— B and E. It is an approach that remains a choice for the decision maker.

Page 34. Re: User conflict. NPS points out that the issues regarding existing versus desired condition, the basis of the purpose and need for action, includes
visitor experience (nonmotorized users and user conflicts). Analysis of visitor experience issuesis presented in the DEIS, pages 149-154, 174 and
subsequently for each alternative. NPS feels that this analysisis sufficient to ascertain the effects of various alternatives on the park visitor, as support for a
programmatic plan. To a degree, effects are quantified in terms of visitor opportunities for each alternative. The commenter notably does not suggest amore
specific means for quantifying impacts of snowmobile use on other park users.

Page 34. Re: Recent user surveys. Survey summaries regarding this kind of information may be found on pages 149-154 of the DEIS. Recently completed
survey results will be reflected in this section of the FEIS.

Page 34. Re: NPS regulations and policies. The assertion that use of snowmobiles, because of perceived impacts on other users, violates NPS mandates and
policies over generalizes the true situation. Such afinding has yet to be made relative to the three park unitsin question. NPS maintains that the standard of
impairment in most instances is a function of the criteria used by a decision-maker in the record of decision. The latter isa part of the decision to be made,
based on relative effects between alternatives disclosed in the EIS.

Page 35. Re: The park service must implement an alternative that ensures that access to the park does not detract from other visitors' experiences. This
comment goes to the decision to be made. Commenter expresses how and why the decision must be made. This goes to the purpose and need for action and
the decision to be made by NPS. Thefina strategy, or decision is based on selection criteria used by the decision maker, which are disclosed in the record of
decision through discussion of “preferences among alternatives based on relevant factors and agency statutory missions’ (81505.2(b)).

Pages 35-44. Re: Legal and policy framework. Most of the discussion on these pages restates the information in the purpose and need section and Appendix
C of the DEIS. The commenter uses this information to come to a conclusion that snowmobile use s, on its face, inconsistent with laws, executive orders and
NPS policies. Commenter assumes on page 37 alevel of documented adverse impacts that amounts to violation of law, etc. NPS maintains that such
documentation is the purpose of an EIS: to analyze and disclose impacts of various alternatives, and to sharply defineissues. NPS concludes that this
comment isthe rationale GY C would use in making a decision, as opposed to criticism on the adequacy of the EIS or the range of alternatives considered.
Therefore, the comments on these pages go to the decision to be made, and requires no further response

Page 44. Re: Grand Teton and the CDST. No information is offered to exclude consideration of a separate CDST in Alternative B. This alternative feature is
apossible alternative to the current situation which involves safety concerns, and it should be evaluated. Commenter appears to object because it is afeature
in the preferred alternative.  Should this feature be implemented, it is recognized that possible rule changes would be necessary, in addition to further NEPA
and decision making on a site-specific level. These possibilities might discourage a decision maker, but they do not strictly prohibit the analysis of the option
or its eventual selection.

Pages 44-45. Re: Cooperator process. The intent of granting cooperating agency status was in the spirit of cooperation and coordination consistent with
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NEPA, FACA and APA. The content of the document has been affected, but NPS disagrees that the analysis has been. The document incorporates material
from the cooperating agencies, which is reported as a matter of full disclosure even though the results disagree with NPS analysis. Letters from the
cooperators and the signed agreements between NPS and cooperators were included in the DEIS, Volume Il. Theseitemsrelate to content. Asto
inappropriate influence, one need only review media reports, comment letters or other correspondence from the cooperators to obtain their assessment of how
they were involved. Regarding the commenters statement about NEPA provisions relating to cooperating agencies, NPS agrees.
Page 45. Re: Economics. The EIS presents afair disclosure of impacts of winter use aternatives, including social and economic effects. Consideration of
impacts and other factorsisin the purview of the decision maker, who will select an aternative and provide rationale for that selection in arecord of decision.
Page 47. Re: Public values and attitudes. The discussion of surveysin the DEIS s clear about the winter use survey methods, sampling, and participation.
Survey results and conclusions have not been represented in any way that is inconsistent with this. Additional surveys have been completed and are available
for incorporation into the FEIS analysis.
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